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California High-Speed Rail Authority 
770 L Street, Suite 800 
Sacramento. CA 95814 


To W'hom It May Concern. 

Tor one hundred and eighteen years, families have desired to have their high school aged 
children educated at Bakersfield High School. They have always carried the Driller pride, whether in 
the cockpit of B-17 over Europe during World War II, standing in front of a classroom in Mali in the 
1980s. or sitting in the United States Supreme Court as Chief Justice in the 1950s. Our business is 
transforming young adults, and over the last one hundred and eighteen years, business has been good. 
The history of the school site is not simply the history of the buildings, but the history of students who 
entered the buildings to become the leaders in our community, slate, nation and world. The High Speed 
Rail project threatens the traditions and mission of the oldest high school in the county that has produced 
such leaders as governor of California and a Chief Justice of the United Stales Supreme Court, a 
Tuskegec Airman, renown poets. Olympic medalists. Hall of Fame Athletes, a Director of NASA, 
directors of corporations, and other leaders that have been the heanhstone of our community since 1893. 

Bakersfield High School has been in the same footprint since 1895. The 1952 earthquake altered 
the architectural design of the school, but the decision w as made in 1952 to remain at the current 
location. The Kern High School District Board of Trustees and Junior College Board could have chosen 
to abandon the current site and begin on a new campus in the open land west of Oak Street. But by 1952 
the traditions and history of the school were deeply embedded into the community. 

The construction plan for the campus in the early 1920s is master plan conceived and carried out 
by Charles Biggar. Nine of the twelve main buildings on the Bakersfield High School campus in 2011 
are designed by Charles Biggar. Post-earthquake 1952 reconstruction was completed with a distinct 
plan. Principal Hedge detailed this plan in the student newspaper the Blue and White: 


The new canipu>. he tohl .’thulents i 
Iati*r. will be con.^ttructerl of rein-: 
foriisl toncrcle find will n<e tlio' 
pn'sont site. To replafe (lomarred! 
hnildinfr.s and add ne«*<led farilitir. 
will take about 10 year.s lu- 'Jain,, 
nllhough it h hoped thnr mnnyj 
clns^ruoms and offices can he addetl' 
wirhin three .vc.nr<. 

Our community did not hesitate in supporting our school after the 1952 earthquake. 

With the passage of the $17,- 
000.000 bond issue last Wednes¬ 
day, work will begin immediately 
on the rehabilitation of Bakers¬ 
field High School. The bond issife 
was passed 16,181 to 2,028. an 8 
to 1 majority. 

The bond was to rebuild the buildings, not to move the school, and the bond passed by an 8-1 
majority. 

The Bine and White Editorial of February 4.1953 reflects the student body's response to the 
generosity of the community. 

That the bond issue passed by such an overwhelming ma¬ 
jority proves that the voters are interested in you and me, 
the present youth and future citizens. This was a vote of con¬ 
fidence. Now, it is up to us to make good use of the confi¬ 
dence placed on our shoulders—^we must take advantage of 
our opportunity, education and profit by it 
Let us resolve to make good use of the limited facilities w'e 
have at present and carry out the trust placed on our shoul¬ 
ders. We all owe a word of thanks to the voters of the dis¬ 
trict. 

The principal architects of the school have been associated with each other seamlessly for almost 
100 years. Thomas Wiseman was the architect for the Manuel Arts building in 1911. Charies Biggar 
worked as an associate for Thomas Wiseman. The architect Charles H. Biggar designed almost every 
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building on the Bakersfield High School campus. He designed buildings from Gnflith Stadium. Ihe 
Science Building. Ludden Hall, the Junior College Building - now Warren Hall. Spindt Hall, lo Harvey 
Audiiorium. and even the Water Tower. Much of post-1952 earthquake design work was done 1^ the 
successor firm to Charles H. Biggar. the firm of Alford & Thomas (C. Barton Alford and W. J. Thomas), 
The document on the construction of the Castro Lane School in 19^ 

the -truotnr. which ^ 

firm of Chorlo* M- and C. B. Alford. A- I. A., and 

states: Thomas 


This is our laymen's proof of the blending of the two firms, even though Charics Biggar had 
passed away in 1946. 

Not only did Charles H. Biggar and C. Barton Alford design and redesign the .school, but C. 
Barton Alford graduated from Kern County Union High School in 1933. ITk children of Charles H. 
Biggar. C. Barton Alford and W. J. Thomas graduated from Kern County Union High School and 
Bakersfield High School. 

C. Barton Alford was charged with rehabilitating the campus after the devastating 1952 5.8 
earthquake that destroyed so many older schools in Kern County. Alford was one of the earlier 
modernists in the Southern San Joaquin Valley. Almost all of those eariy modernists were graduates of 
use. The current campus is a national example of the early modernist style of the Mid-1950s created 
by Bart Alford. 

The primary focus of the research conducted after the visit by JRP historical Consulting in April 
of 2010, has been focused on the history of the buildings. The Bakersfield High School Archives has 
been assisted by the Bakersfield College Archives, the Kern County Museum, the Beale Librar>. the 
Kem County Historical Society, and several individuals. Most importantly Architectural Historian John 
Ldward Pow ell. The draft of the Environmental Impact Report for B^^field High School docs not 
begin to scratch the surface or accurately reflect the history of our buildings, the culture of our school, or 
the danger the High Speed Rail poses to our student’s safety. 

Some points regarding our school history: 

Kem County High School. Kem County Union High School. Bakersfield High School. 
Bakersfield High School, and Bakersfield College were intertwined. This is even more apparent 
after the 1952 earthquake when one wing of the Junior College Building was closed and the 
college students and the night school students began taking classes along side the high school 
students. This melding of the campus that will last for several years. 

r The EIR does not effectively reflect that the history of Bakersfield High School is also 

the history of Bakersfield College and the Bakersfield Adult School. For that is exactly how the 
people of Kem County have always viewed the campus. 

^ The Science Building, Ludden Hall, and the two Spindt Halls were retrofitted in respond 

to the Field Act of 1933 and a district bond passed in 1960. The method to this transformation is 
important in understanding the school. The superintendent of the Kem High School District and 


the Junior College Board did not make the changes from brick sidings to reinforced concrete on a 
w him. It w as made in response to Field Act of 1933 and to ensure the safety of the students. 

The Water Tower is the icon of the campus and home football games - to dismiss it os a 
simple utilitarian and antiquated structure would be to dismiss the significance of Bakersfield 
High School’s history in general. 

^ Charles Biggar built the Standard Middle School Auditorium, the Horace Mann 

Elementary School Auditorium, the Taft High School Auditorium, the pAst High School 
Auditorium, but his crown jewel was the SI 2.5 million Harvey Auditorium completed two years 
after his death. While the draft EIR states that Harvey Auditorium is eligible the National 
Register of Historic Places, placing a six-story railroad trestle adjacent to our performing arts 
building is outrageous. 

> Charics Biggar use of reinforced concrete for the construction of “earthquake prooP 
buildings was in response to the Long Beach earthquake of 1933. 

> The original Commercial Building was constructed in 1895. Students today cross Elm 
Grove in the shade of giant palm trees planted in 1895. This is one of many ways the history and 
culture of the 19*** century is shared with the students of the 21“ century. 

^ The engineering of the North FT Building construction is connected to the completion and 

engineering that is used in the construction of I larvey Auditorium, One building cannot be built 
without the other being constructed first. 

^ The initial proposal for the North IT Building has the construction to be funded by PWA 

money, but when the district bond failed in 1939. the PWA withdrew the money from the 
district. The superintendent ordered the completion of the building regardless. Subsequently the 
North IT Building’s PWA number is 1724, but no PWA money was used in its construction. 
More importantly only local money was used in its construction. 

Harvey Auditorium is the dream of Trustee Judge Harvey. He was president of the Kem 
High School District and Junior College School Board for almost 20 years. He advocated for a 
first-class auditorium for the community as early as 1934. He always believed the students of 
Bakersfield High School and Bakersfield Junior College should have priority and preference to 
community at large for scheduling purposes. This attitude is policy today. Judge Harvey saw 
the opening performance In the Auditorium on a Tuesday; he died on the subsequent Friday. 

^ There are three structures alumni become emotional over when discussing their tenure on 

campus. Harvey Auditorium. Griffith Stadium, and the Water Tower. 

r Chief Justice Earl Warren graduated in 1908. He visited the campus Kem County Union High 
School and Bakersfield High School on a regular basis. He visited as California State Attorney 
General in November of 1941. Governor of California in 1948 at the retirement of Coach Goldie 
Griffith. As Chief Justice in 1956. Earl Warren came with his mother for the dedication of 
Warren Hall. And he attended the 50* Anniversary Class reunion in 1958. 
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Alumni Frank GilTord has also been back to Bakersfield High School too many limes to 
list, the last time was in 2008. 

In the reconstruction of Boys and Girls 0)111 of Bakersfield High School, the solid timber 
lamella roof w as cutting edge at its construction in 1955. The 1954 edition of'Modem Timber 
Engineering* by Scofield O'Brien (published by the Southern Pine Association) has a chapter on 
lamella roof including drawings and all the engineering calculations. The lamella roof design is 
now going through a renaissance in the United Slates with architect presei^utionists attempting 
to preserve the last remaining structures. 

The August 20,1943 Article titled “Students Approved to work at Vega Plant” was in 
cooperation with the Industrial Arts staff to assist in the wartime production of B-17s. It is a 
reflection of the new Industrial Arts building's importance during World War II. Defense 
classes through the Bakersfield Nigh School began at 9:00 pm and ended at 4:30 am. The 
purpose of these classes was to educate men and women on the use of machinery so they could 
work in the defense industries of Californian. Kern County’s 'Rosie the Riveter” was bom at 
Kcm County Union High School. 

Griffith Stadium is not a memorial stadium. The stadium, known affectionately as the 
'Rock.' was named for math teacher and head football coach Dwight “Goldie” Griffith. He was 
head football coach from 1908-1948. In the existence of Bakersfield High School, we have 
amassed a football record with the most victories of any high school in the state of California. 


LOO1-2 


The draft EIR came out in August of 2011. yet it took a maximum cfTon and weeks of my own lime to 
find someone who had a copy of the DPR-523 report for Bakersfield High School, an item necessary to 
respond to the EIR. This has given us only a few weeks to respond to a long and technical document. 
Contraiy to the draft EIR. it is my professional belief that the Bakersfield High School campus is a 
national example of preeminent regional architect Charles Biggar. It is also my belief that the campus 
qualifies under the National Register of Historic Places as a historic district. 



Bakersfield High School 
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L001-1 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-CUL-01. 

The evaluation of Bakersfield High School conducted for this project, as provided the 
Historic Property Survey Report (HPSR) provides a detailed history of the Bakersfield 
High School campus, including campus use by Bakersfield College and the Bakersfield 
Adult School (Authority and FRA 2011c). The California State Historic Preservation 
Officer (SHPO) concurred with the evaluation of Bakersfield High School in February 
2012, as presented in the technical documents for the Draft EIR/EIS (SHPO 
2012). Details of the findings are available in the Historic Architectural Survey Report 
(HASR) and the HPSR (Authority and FRA 2011 b, 2011 c). The SHPO concurred that 
Harvey Auditorium is individually eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic 
Places (NRHP) and that none of the other buildings or structures on the Bakersfield 
High School campus qualify for inclusion in the NRHP, either individually or as a 
cohesive grouping, as required for historic districts. Harvey Auditorium is also eligible for 
listing in the California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR) and is considered a 
historical resource for the purposes of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). 
None of the other buildings of the high school campus are considered historical 
resources under CEQA. 

LOOl-2 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-CUL-01. 

Comment noted. The Historic Property Survey Report (HPSR) (Authority and FRA 
2011c) includes an evaluation of the Bakersfield High School campus as a potential 
district. The evaluation concluded that the campus as a whole does not meet the criteria 
for listing in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) or the California Register of 
Historical Resources (CRHR) because it does not meet the criteria for significance 
within the broader context of state or county education, does not meet the criteria for 
significance within the context of secondary education within the city, and has 
undergone decades of changes that resulted in a substantial loss of integrity as a 
district. Not only was the campus changed by the addition and demolition of structures 
over the years, but it also suffered a great deal of damage in the earthquakes of 
1952. The subsequent construction and later modification of those buildings further 
changed the campus. The post-earthquake construction did not attain historic 


LOOl-2 

significance on its own within the context of earthquake recovery efforts. 

Harvey Auditorium was found eligible for listing in the NRHP and CRHR as an important 
example of the work of local master architect, Charles Biggar, under Criteria C (NRHP) 
and 3 (CRHR). These conclusions are substantiated by the analysis and supporting 
documentation presented in the evaluation and reported in the HPSR (Authority and 
FRA 2011c). Primary and secondary sources were used to document the history of the 
school and the development of the campus, including material from the Bakersfield High 
School Archive, historic aerial photography, historic architectural plans, and extensive 
local and architectural press coverage, among many other sources. The citations and 
full reference list were provided in the evaluation form. The California State Historic 
Preservation Qfficer (SHPQ) concurred with the findings of eligibility and non-eligibility in 
February 2012, as presented in the technical documents for the Draft EIR/EIS (SHPQ 
2012). Details of the findings are available in the Historic Architectural Survey Report 
(HASR) and the HPSR (Authority and FRA 2011 b, 2011 c). The SHPQ concurred that 
Harvey Auditorium is individually eligible for the National Register of Historic Places 
(NRHP). The auditorium is considered a historical resource for the purposes of the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The SHPQ also concurred that none of 
the other buildings or structures on the Bakersfield High School campus qualified for 
inclusion in the NRHP, either individually or as a cohesive grouping, as required for 
historic districts. The resources that did not meet the eligibility criteria for listing in the 
NRHP or CRHR are not considered historical resources under CEQA. 
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Oclober IX 20] 1 


Mr. Roelof van Ark, CFO 
California Efi^li'^pscid Rail Aulhonly 
770 L Street. Suilc 800 
Sacomcnto, Caliromia 05^14 

RF.; Comments regardenc. Mcrc^l To Kmmo lEigli Speed Train Draft EIR/EIS 
Frcsnn to Bakersfield High Speed Train iJrafE E1R/TJS 

Dear Mr. van Ark; 

M a Mrotiii snpponcrof slarting hleh-spccd rail constniciion in ihe Ccniral Valley. ] wish \q commend 
you for your efTans in moviiij- the project forward through [he preparation of the two EIR/EIS documcni^ 
for the Frcs^io Eo Mcreed and Fresno lo Bakersfield segmenis. The project will tunher ihe economic 
development of oor region through creation of jobs centered around this new indostry, in particular the 
[>owntovvn High Speed Rail Station to be located at Mariposa Street and the Heavy Malntenatiec FiKtIiCy 
which we behove should be located in Fresno Cotmiy due to its oumoFOos advaniiigcs as presented In the 
Fresno Works proposal llic City of Fresno appreciates the hard work undertaken by you and your team, 
including numoroii^ meetings here in Fresno with our siarr aod the Authority's leam of consultants. 

However^ much work remains to be done in order to make the Califoruia High Speed Rail project the best 
for t]ic State arCalifomiH. for Oor ntclropolilan region and for the local eommunily. You will be receiving 
a detailed letter from our City Manafer Mark Scott that includes vciy spcctlTc comments on each pt^int of 
cO'nccm with the High Speed Rail prcjcct, Wc are requesting not ooly that you review and respond to 
these comments^ but that you would direct the engineering consultants to begin working with our City 
team immediately to revise the construction plans as necessary in order to address the City's concerns. I 
am highlighting several of these major eonoenis bclow'i 

L002-1 


L002-2 


* The need for underpasses versus overpasses at several .street-railroad grade scpratlons. in order 
Ic provide the eomniunity widi a project that mitigates Its impacts upon tralTic, aesthetics and 
sociocconomlessenvironmentaljuslEcc to an acceptable level. The City is ready and willing to sit 
down with the Auihoiity and the Union Pacilic Railroad to work through any iSnSuts related to 
constraclLon of underpasses along the HST/UPRR eotridor. 

* A Toffic Management Flan needs lo be included within the FIR/FIS now. with specific 
miligaltons and limitations for street closures Or lane closures, in order to keep our community 
functioning during consfructioit. It is not acceptable to postpone working ihrougli those issues 
until alter the design-build coniraotor Is hired by the Authority. 


L002-3 


L002-4 


L002-5 


L002-6 


Mr. Roelpf van Ark 

DEIR/HIS Comrtwnis: Merced to Fresno and I’resno lo Bakersfield 
Page 2 

* In order lo help mitigate constmcllon impacts around the crossings of Highway Y9 and the UPRR 
corridor, Veiemns Booilcvard tttwds to be conslrocted ffom Shaw' Avenue to tlcrnd,on Avenue, 
including Ihe conneclions lo I ligliway 99 and Golden Slate Boulevard, as part of the High Speed 
RailcOnstruetion project. 

* Economic impacts to businc$$eiq lav and property taic need to be not only analyzed in 
greater depth, but also mhigated in part through the creation of a Business Relocation Team. This 
Icam needs to be funded by the Authority and would include working with community parlncoi to 
assist impacted businesses find a new location as well as assist the City in processing new site 
plans, permits and all necessary' steps to get ihcm up and ninning as quickly as possible in Iheir 
new location. 

* We continue lo ask that a dcprossed (trenched) alignment through dawniown Fresno be evaluated 
in ihe BlEUEIS. While Ihe at^grade option is far superiar in ihe City^s opinion to the previously 
proptwed dO' high elevated stRKiurc. I he FJR/FJS still needs lo cvaluaie a depressed alignment in 
the Dow'ntown area which our engineering consullant team has demojislrated to be a feasible 
altcmallvc for consideration. 

* The High Speed Rail project needs to make whole Roeding l^rk and ihe Zoo, as a result of the 
loss of Golden State Boulevard and the new main access point which was included in the 
previously ccrllllcd Zoo FIR and Master Plan. A specific mitigation measure rtccds to be 
included in the High Speed Rail project EIR/KIS, 

We rc^nain committed lo working with you and your team toward the successful completion of the 
projcci, ShfMld you have any questions regarding the City’s comments on the dmfi EIRfFIS, please do 
uOl hesitate to contact me. 


Sincerely, 



Mayor 


Fresno City EEall *260£l Frosno .Street * Frcsnu^CHliRirnia 9.1721-3600 
(SS^) 621-8000 ‘ FAX (559) 621-7990 * www.fresrto.jiov 
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L002-1 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AVR-04. 

L002-2 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-TR-02 and FB-Response-TR-01. 

L002-3 

The Authority is working with the City of Fresno to integrate Veteran's Boulevard 
improvements with the HST improvements. 

L002-4 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-01, FB-Response-SO-03, FB- 
Response-SO-05. 

For information on the HST operation-related property and sales tax revenue effects, 
see the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, Volume I, Section 3.12, Impact SO #3, 
Impact SO #4, and Impact SO #13. In this document the intensity of the effect is 
described as negligible for all alternatives because the economic impact is measurable 
but would not be perceptible to community residents. 

The Authority has been and is working in conjunction with the City of Fresno and County 
of Fresno to develop resources to assist affected businesses and to mitigate any 
potential impacts on city and county staff and resources for the increased permitting 
needs of those businesses. The Authority has committed to maintaining a “permit 
bureau” to help businesses overcome the regulatory disruptions caused by the project. 

L002-5 

After further engineering and discussions with Fresno, the trench option was found to be 
considerably more costly without providing the intended benefits. Trenching the HST 
alone would not provide desired benefit to Fresno. Although trenching both HST and 
UPRR would be possible, it would be even more costly, and critical spur lines would be 
overly constrained and impractical. Additionally, this option would require a longer 
construction period, which would not meet the Federal American Recovery and 
Reinvestment Act funding requirements. Through cooperative discussions, the Authority 


L002-5 

and Fresno reached agreement on an at-grade profile with some areas of the profile 
lowered where possible. 

L002-6 

The location referenced in your letter, Roeding Park and Chaffee Zoo, lies within the 
project footprint for the Merced to Fresno Section of the HST project, which adjoins the 
Fresno to Bakersfield Section in the city of Fresno. The Final EIR/EIS for the Merced to 
Fresno Section was issued in April 2012; the construction and project impacts on 
Roeding Park and the Chaffee Zoo are discussed in Section 3.15.5.3, Parks and 
Recreation. 
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BOARD 0¥ EDUCATION 

Jonm Rj-Afi. 

P. C33.vif 

Liikluv Cal 

CamI rwtilItJ.a 
tijirT>' A. Mmrc 
Tnnv Vang:.. 

Pfi'fUiriiTgCttiv^r Ri>dii}- GMciimltfi Managcnt^rit £ Planing SLIF£RINTE^'DENT 

MktiKi E. I^Dfisun 

Oclobcr 13, 2011 


T3iie DraA EIR^FIS M^ardaus Maiepiali; Section correciLy indicutes tliai .^taie regulations 
(Caltfomia Public Resources Code secllon 21 I5t.4> require [ho lead agency to consult with any 
school dislnet wtlh jurisdiction over a school wiihin 0.25 mile of ilie pnojecE about potenlial 
ImptieEs oa (lie school if the project might retisonably Iw anticipated to emit Iw^ardous air 
emissions, or handle an extremely hazardous subsiance or a mixture containing an extrentely 
Itazardous substance. 


jP‘ 

(i Fresno Unified 
School District 


lO'lV’l ficVD 


Califontia Migh^Speed Rail Authority 
Merced to Fresno EIR/EIS Comment 
770 L StreeE, Suite 800 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

ItE: Merced fo Fresno Draft EIR/EIS 

The Fresno Unified School District offers the following comments on the Draft Environmentat 
Impact Report/Statement for the Merced to Fresno section of tlie California High“Speed Rail 
Project. 

The Fresno Unified School District is the fourth largest school distriet in California and operates 
94 schools serving approximately 73^000 students. Our District includes most of the City of 
Fresno, and the proposed high speed train (HST) route runs adjacent to and bisects the western 
portion of the Distriet. The proposed Fresno KST station is located in the District. 

Tmnspoitalion Impacts 

Most of the District aitd its attendance areas are located east of ihe Union Pacific (UP) railroad 
(racks, which is the approximaie alignment for the HST route. The District has traditionally 
endeavored to use the tracks as a logical boundary between attendance areas. None of the DrstiicUs 
elementary attendance areas, from downtown Fresno north to file norihv>^est edge of the District, 
cross the UP tracks. However, the high school attendance areas for both Fresno High School and 
Edison High School cross the UP tmeks. As such, we ate concerned lliat construction of the HST 
could disrupt transportation betivecti the areas east atid west of the HST route. 

It is noted that tlic Dmft EIR/EIS does require the prepaiation specific conslmctioii/tmfnc 
manageiTient plans for (lie purpose of maintaining pedestrian, bicycle and public transit access and 
routes, and managing consliuciion-related traffic and parkiJig (see pages 3.2-106 and 107). Such 
plans, however, should include specific provisions for coordination ivith school districts with 
respect to bus routes, pedestrian and bicycle routes, and automobile traffic to schools, 

School Compatibility with Potential HST Route lmpaet.<f 

The District has determined the approximate distance betw^een its schools aaid the proposed HRT 
route. The closest school, Addam.^ Elementary, is approximately 1,350 feet away from the HST 
route, followed by Homan Elcinentaiyf (1,850 feet) and Fremont Elementary (U950 feet)- Based on 
tlte information in the Draft EIR/EIS, it does not appear tliat HST construction atid operations 
would result in significant noise or vibration irjipacts at these distances from the HST route. 


Figure 3.10-4 of the Draft EIR/EIS Mozardous Materials Section shows the location of Addams 
Elementary School in relation to the HST nonte, which would be within 0.25 mile of the 
construction zone. Based on the discussion in the Draft EIR/EIS, it appears that most of the 
potential for hazardous waste generation would result from project construction, demolition, and 
excavation activities. The Draft EfR/HIS indicates that potentially hazardous materials and items 
containing potentially hazardous materials would be used in railway constructEOn, and demolition 
of existing structures within (lie project Ibotprinl could require the removal of asbestos-containing 
materials (ACMs) and lead-based paint from pmjeci sites. Because of the polcntiaL for tlie 
accidental release of extremely hazardous materials, Draft EIR/EIS indicates that the effect ofHST 
construction related to routine transport and handling of hazardous or acutely liazardous materials 
within 0,35 mile of an existing or proposed school would he nioderate under NEFA, and tlie 
impacts would be significant under C EQA. 

To miligale potential hazardous materials impacts to schools, the Draft EIR/EIS provides tite 
following mitigalion measure: 

HMW-MMfll: Limit use of extremely liazardous materials near schools. Tlie contractor shall 
not handle an extremely liazardous substance (as defined in California Public Resources Code 
Section 21151.4) or a mixtuio containing c.xtrcmcly hazardous substances in a quantity equal to 
or greater than the slate threshold quantity specified pursuant to subdivision (j) of Section 
25532 of the Health and Safety Code wjEliin 0,25 mile of a school. 

This measure slwuld reduce potential impacts to a less titan significant level. 

Displacement of Businesses and Potential Economic Benefits 

Tlie project could result in the displacement of numerous businesses along the HST route within 
the District. If these businesses are not successfully relocated within the District or move out of the 
area entirely, the movement of people and students out of the District could contribute to a loss of 
enrollment at District schools, This would be financially detrimental to the District, as funding 
from the state is based on average daily attendance (ADA). 

On the other hand, HST project construction ond operations will result in the creation of many jobs 
in the area. TIte location of a station in downtown Fresno could provide a large economic benefit 
to the area by attracting people^ businesses and housing to the slat ion vicinity. Such activities could 
result in enrollment increases in the District, which would be beneficial In terms of operational 
funding (ADA), but could pul a strain on District school facilities, potentially resulting in the need 
for new facilities. This impact would be lessened through the payment of school facilities fees by 
new businesses and residential developments cojistmcted in station area, as required by existing 
law. 
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Tlitink you for the opjjortunily to conmeni on the Draft EIR/EIS. Plcosc coniaci me if you have 
any queslions regarding Ehis lelter. 



Lisa LeBlaiiCn £j<ecutive Director 

Facililie^ Managemeiit end Planning Deperlment 
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Response to Submission L003 (Lisa LeBlanc, Fresno Unified School District, October 17, 2011) 


L003-1 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-TR-01. 

L003-2 

While this comment appears to be in reference to the Merced to Fresno EIR/EIS, which 
received a Record of Decision by the FRA in September 2012, concerns about the 
potential for hazardous materials and wastes in proximity to schools are addressed in 
Section 3.10 of the Fresno to Bakersfield Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, and 
specific mitigation is listed in HMW#4. 

L003-3 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-05. 

The number of potential residential and business displacements in Fresno is provided in 
the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, Volume I, Section 3.12, Impact SO #10 and 
Impact SO #11. For information on the impacts on school districts, see Volume II, 
Appendix, Section 3.12-B. As described in the residential displacement analysis, a 
suitable amount of vacant replacement housing is available in the vicinity of all 
anticipated displacements, and students would likely have the opportunity to remain in 
their current school districts; therefore, any effect on school district funding would be 
small. 
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L004-5 

L004-6 


October 13, 2011 


L004-7 

L004-8 


Roelof ven Ark, Chief Executive Officer 
California High Speed Rail Authority 
770 L Street Suite 800 
Sacramento CA 95814 

Dear Mr. van Ark: 

As the Regional Transportation Planning Agency and Metropolitan Planning Organization for Kern 
County, California, Kern Council of Governments is pleased to submit the following comments regarding 
"California High-Speed Train Project, Fresno to Bakersfield Section, Environmental Impact 
Repoft/Environmental Impact Statement". 


L004-1 I 

L004-21 
L004-3 


L004-4 


L004-5 


1. Page 2-41: Table 2-10 uses Kern COG'S 2007 Regional Transportation Plan. The document should 
reference the updated 2011 RTP, adopted in July 2010. 

2. Figure 2-26 (and others) refers to Fomoso Woody. Should be Famoso. 

3. Page 2-49. paragraph 4; refers to Kern Regional Transit (not an agency, but a section of Kern 
County Roads Dept) providing service throughout the county, with connections between Wasco, 
Shatter, and Bakersfield. KRT provides many other connections, and provides connections at 
Inyokern to Eastern Sierra Transit Agency that serves Inyo and Mono Counties to the north of 
Eastern Kern. GET provides service in Metro Bakersfield, as well as an express run to the IKEA 
Distribution Center at 1-5 and Laval Road. 

4. Page 2-49, paragraph 5: States that no documented plans for intercity expansion are available. 
However, the long Range Transit Plan for GET with anticipated expansions is underway and is to 
be adopted January 2012. 

5. Page 2-61, last paragraph: On the Allensworth Bypass, both Woollomes Ave. and Elmo Highway 
would be blocked from providing local access and appropriate mitigation is not proposed. Kern 
COG would like to see grade separations or other crossing solutions adequate for farm 
equipment. These would service properties with the same owner that are bisected by 
alignments and deviate from the existing BNSF alignment. Kem COG supports the BNSF 
alignment because of its lesser impact on transportation/circulation. 

6. Page 2-62. Wasco-Shafter Bypass Alternative; According to Appendix A, the Wasco Shatter 
Bypass would close 16 local roads, collectors, and/or artehals in comparison with the BNSF 


1 


L004-9 


L004-10 
L004-11 


L004-12 


alignment which only closes two. Kem COG supports the BNSF alignment because of the lesser 
level of impact on transportation/drculatlon. 

7. Page 2-82, Table 2-15, Shatter East HMF site mentions access to Wasco/Shatter bypass only, but 
not BNSF Alignment. The analysis of the Shatter East Site should reflect that It can service both 
alignments. 

8. Page 3.2-28, paragraph six. What is a "benef“ bus? Does this refer to specially equipped buses 
for the disabled, such as that which GET-A-Lift, NAPD. and BARC provide? 

9. Page 3.2-28, paragraph 7. Within Kern County, Greyhound stops only in Bakersfield and In 
Mojave. Within Kern County, Orange Belt Stages serves Bakersfield, Tehachapi. Mojave, and 
Boron as well as Eeastem Tulare County. In 2007, Caltrans completed an intererty Bus Study 
with more accurate information on where bus service is currently available 

< htto://www.dQt ca.gov/ha/MassTrans/531Mn tercitv-Bus Studv.html). The EIR/EIS should 

discuss integration between each operational implementation phase with Intercity bus service 
and how that integration will be achieved. The EIR/EIS should discuss how Amtrak Thru-way Bus 
Connector Service, and Federal Transit Administration 5311(f) funded rural transit routes such 
Kern Regional Transit will be affected and how schedules would need to be adjusted to service 
HSR passengers getting on and off in Bakersfield for each implementation phase (from the Initial 
Operating Segment (lOS) to the ultimate system). 

10. Page 3.2-23. paragraph 1: The City of Bakersfield does not operate Golden Empire Transit; GET 
operates as a special district. GET receives Section 5307 funds directly from the Federal Transit 
Administration, and the City has an MOU with GET to transfer the major portion of their TDA 
monies to this metro bus service. 

11. Page 3.2-34, Table 3.2-10. Source, as referenced in the paragraph above, is Golden Empire 
Transit District 2009, rather than Authority and FRA. 

12. Page 3.2-34, Non-Motorized Facilities. Currently (October 2011), a contract is being negotiated 
for Policy and Project Recommendations regarding the Kem Bicycle Plan and Complete Streets 
program. As part of this plan, the consultant will prepare for Kern COG's ultimate adoption 
maps and descriptions of existing and proposed bicycle transport and parking facilities for 
connections with and use of other transportation modes. This analysis will include parking 
facilities at transit stops, rail and transit terminals, park and ride lots, and provisions for 
transporting bicyclists and bicycles on transit or rail vehicles, it is anticipated that the Plan will 
be completed and adopted by June 2012. Kern has a significant bike path network. As 
mitigation, a bike path facility adjacent the HSR alignment should be provided to connect Wasco 
and Shatter with the Bakersfield bike path system. (For a map of the current bike path system, 
please reference the Kern COG 2001 Bike Plan: 
hup://www.kerncog.org/docs/ped_bike/bikeplan.pdO- 

13. Page 3.2-40, Conventional Passenger Rail. Increased ridership on the Amtrak San Joaquins 
would be more germane to the discussion here, rather than the Capitol Corridor. In 2011, the 
San Joaquins had over one million riders, and is the third most active passenger rail in the State. 
In the southern San Joaquin Valley, Kern COG is preparing a commuter rail feasibility study with 
anticipated completion in mid 2012. Furthermore, it will be important to maintain the Amtrak 
feeder bus system (such as currently operates between Bakersfield and Los Angeles) after HST Is 
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L004-12 

L004-13 

L004-14 


L004-15 


L004-16 


L004-17 


L004-18 


operating. Similar to an airport landing surcharge, a mitigation mechanism will be needed to 
fund the feeder bus system, such as a ticket surcharge for supporting local bus and rail transit. 

14. Page 3.2-40, Intercity Passenger Bus Service. Page 3.2-28 mentions Orange Belt; this page 
mentions Trailways. The proper wording should be Orange Belt Trailways in both instances. See 
comment above (at page 2-49, paragraph 4) regarding the Kern Regional Transit's intercity bus 
service. 

15. Page 3.2-43, Construction Period Impacts, 2"* paragraph: "During project design and 
construction, the Authority and FRA would implement measures to reduce impacts on 
circulation." Will it be a third tier EIR/EIS before reviewers see specific mitigation measures on 
this activity? When does the CHSRA anticipate providing a Mitigation Monitoring Program for 
review and comment by the public? 

16. Page 3.2-68, Bakersfield Intersection impacts-Ten impacts are kJenlified on both alternatives, 
with significant effect under CEQA. Kern COG does not find any proposed mitigations for these 
impacts within the document. Kern COG requests the following mitigations for the impacted 
intersections: 

a. Signalization / channelization necessary to maintain local government LOS standards 

b. Local transit service improvements to Bakersfield high speed rail station, including an 
additional adjacent transit center and additional ingress/egress improvements for the 
buses 

c. Off-street taxi waiting and loading areas, as well as kiss-and-ridequeues. 

d. Adequate parking, including long term parking. 

17. Page 3.2-68, Bakersfield Area Transit Impacts: Addresses only existing GET, not KRT. Kern COG 
requests the following mitigations to alleviate area transit impacts: 

a. GET service to Meadows Field (airport) will require capital and/or operational 
enhancements to provide additional transit service 

b. KRT, the intercity transit service for Kern County, will require capital and/or operational 
enhancements to provide feeder routes to the Bakersfield high speed rail station from 
Arvin/Lamont, Frazier Park, Taft/Maricopa, Shatter/Wasco, and McFarland/Delano 

c. These mitigations will assist CHSRA to enhance ridership and improve viability of the 
system. 

18. Page 3.2-75, Bakersfield Area Freight Impacts: Refers to Fresno station rather than Bakersfield. 
Also says freight rail service would be elevated, although it would appear to be the HST that 
would be elevated. 

19. Mitigation Measures for Transportation provided starting on page 3.2-82. Very general; more 
specificity and quantification, plus oversight agency, will need to be provided at next tier or as 
part of construction management plan. The following additional mitigations are proposed by 
Kern COG: 

a. Minimize Impacts during rail construction by staggering truck routing between 
construction and aggregate source sites. 

b. Monitor loaded aggregate truck weight to minimize degradation of existing road 
pavement conditions. 

c. Fix any road condition degradation created by violations of loaded truck weight. 


L004-18| 

L004-19| 

L004-20 

L004-21 I 
L004-22 

L004-23 


L004-241 
L004-25 

L004-26' 
L004-271 

L004-28 


d. Ship aggregate via rail car rather than truck, whenever possible to minimize impacts to 
road system pavement as well as air quality and greenhouse gas emissions. 

20. Page 3.3-37, Transportation Plans and Programs, 2"^ paragraph: It appears that the Fresno COG 
RTP is incorrectly referenced, and should be replaced with Kern COG RTP. 

21. Page 3.3-38, Section 3.3.5, Environmental Consequences: CHSRA should provide KCOG with 
information on diverting travel from vehicles to high speed rail for initial construction and 
operation phases using existing $6.33 billion in order for this to be included in KCOG's next 
regional conformity analysis. It is anticipated that the diversion of travel to high speed rail will 
have a net reduction in health-based criteria pollutants and GH6. 

22. Page 3.3-38 - Next paragraph indicates that implementation of certain mitigation measures 
could reduce emissions. EIR/ElS should commit to specific mitigation measures. 

23. Page 3.3-38, Environmental Consequences, fourth paragraph states; "Operation of the 
HMF/MOWF rnay have the potential to cause a significant localized impact.. ." When will the 
exact level of impact be determined, and when will Kern COG have the opportunity to 
comment? 

24. Page 3.3-38, Environmental Consequences, fourth paragraph states: "Operation of the 
HMF/MOWF may have the potential to cause a significant localized impact...." To reduce 
impacts from commuting workers, the three Kern COG sites are located along existing rail and 
bus transit service. The Wasco HMF site is 2 blocks from the Wasco Amtrak/Kern Regional 
Transit (KRT) intermodal transit center serviced by 12 trains from the Amtrak San Joaquins, and 
additional runs from Kern Regional Transit that connects Bakersfield, Shafter, Wasco. 

McFarland and Delano. The two Shafter HMF facilities (East and West) are located along the 
same KRT line. Kern COG has retained a consultant to prepare a commuter rail feasibility that 
could include a new stop on the Amtrak San Joaquins or a new commuter rail service. The study 
is considering a transit center near 7’" Standard Road, adjacent to the two Shafter HMF sites. In 
the interim, the sites will be serviced by KRT. If half of the HMF employees were to use transit 
over 700 additional round trips could be generated along this corridor. The transit stop should 
be included as mitigation for the Wasco and Shafter HMF sites. 

25. Page 3.3-39, first paragraph states "Implementation of mitigation measures could reduce the 
exposure..." When will the effectiveness of these mitigation measures be examined and tested, 
and when will Kern COG have the opportunity to comment? 

26. Page 3.3-40, fifth paragraph states; During construction, programmatic emissions-reduction 
measures would be applied, including watering exposed surfaces twice daily, watering unpaved 
roads three times daily, reducing vehicle speeds on unpaved roads to 15 mph, and ensuring that 
haul trucks are covered as discussed in Section 3.3.3(H), Kern COG supports these mitigation 
measures. 

27. Page 3.3-45, Local Impacts/Asbestos - Should define NOA acronym within text. 

28. Page 3.3-53, Mobile Source Air Toxics Analysis, should be followed by "(MSATr, or defined with 
the following text. 

29. Pages 3.8-19 (Figure 3.8-2) and 3.8-53 (Table 3.8-15). Floodplain mafi does not show Shafter 
East and West HMF sites in floodplain; however, taWe states that they are in thefloodplain. This 
error also occurs on Table 2-15 (page 2-82). 
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L004-29 

I 30. Page 3.8-50, Hydrology: States that no HMF has access to municipal water supply; however, 

both Shafter sites do. 


L004-30 

I 31. Pg 3.12-69 Shafter West HMF would split an agricultural parcel, although the parcel has the 

same owner. 

L004-37 

L004-31 

1 32. Page 3.13-30, Heavy Maintenance Facility Alternatives, states that both Shafter HMF sites are 

agriculturally zoned, with a small amount of industrial zoning. In fact, this is true for Shafter 

West, but Shafter East is entirely industrial. 


L004-32 

33. Page 3.18-4, Kern COG'S 2011 Regional Transportation Plan was adopted in July 2010 and would 
be the more appropriate document to be addressed herein. The planning horizon has been 
extended to 2035, and the document contains a more thorough discussion of high speed rail. 

L004-38 

L004-33 

34. Pages 3.18-9 and 3.18-15. Kem County's Annual Average Growth Rate is shown as 2.7% on first; 

2.8% on second, while the same source listed. In addition, the Kern COG adopted growth 



forecast is approximately 2%. 

L004-391 


35. Notes on Merced to Fresno EIR/EIS 

L004-40 

L004-34 

36. The methodology to analyze impacts for HMF sites in the Merced to Fresno EIR/EIS and the 



Fresno to Bakersfield EIR/EIS are inconsistent, making side by side comparison misleading. 
Specifically, the method used to calculate total acreage of the HMF sites appears to be 
inconsistent. The sites in the Merced to Fresno EIR/EIS range from 179 to 332 acres. The sites 
in the Fresno to Bakersfield EIR/EIS range from 415 to 586 acres. However, the document states 
that the area footprint required for the HMF is just 150 acres. It appears that the consultant 
analyzing the HMF site in the Fresno to Bakersfield EIR/EIS used a buffer zone around the 
proposed properties designated for each site; however, no map of the buffer zones has been 
provided making it difficult to confirm their analysis of the impacts in the area of the HMF sites. 
Kern COG requests that the analysis for the impacts for each HMF use a consistent methodology 
for calculating and comparing impacts among the 10 proposed sites. 

37. The maps in the Merced to Fresno EIR/EIS show areas of proposed property and acreages that 
roughly correspond to the property designated for each site; however, these acreages appear to 
exclude any buffer zone impact area as the analysis in the Fresno to Bakersfield EIR/EIS uses. 

38. The Merced to Fresno EIR/EIS lists as agricultural impacts the entire area including the apparent 
buffer zone impact area. For example, the KCOG-Shafter West site as listed In Table 3.13*2 
shows an agricultural impact of 465 out of 480 total acres for the site. However, the footprint 
for the HMF is only 150 acres. The property adjacent to the site within the buffer zone is 
currently zoned for agricultural use. Therefore, the site should only show approximately 150 
acres of impact to agricultural land. KCOG-Shafter East Site and KCOG-Wasco site are currently 
designated industrial In the local General Plans, so the impact in Table 3.13-2 to industrial land 
should be listed as 0, not 484 and 407 acres, respectively. The Wasco vacant industrial site is 
currently under agricultural cultivation, so if an impact is listed, it should be limited to the actual 


footprint of the HMF. or ISO acres. The Shafter East site is predominantly fallow and should be 
listed as 0 or near 0 impact to agricultural. 

39. CHSRA has adopted the Vision California commitment to sustainability. To ensure the lowest 
possible carbon footprint for the HMF project, the analysis should include the availability of 
adjacent vacant industrially zoned property needed to accommodate ancillary manufacturing 
and support Industries. For example, both the Shafter East and West sites are adjacent to S 
square miles of vacant industrially zoned property. 

40. The HMF should be co-located with a maintenance-of-way (MOW) facility to minimize impacts 
from additional travel by management and trainees to a separate site, in keeping with the HSR 
Vision California commitment. The 2 Shafter sites and the Wasco sites are the only ones that 
could be co-located with the MOW facility and not require an additional MOW between Sylmar 
and Wasco to ensure adequate maintenance response times in that corridor. 

41. On the Shafter West site, 4 single family houses are identified within the 480 acre buffer zone 
(including 150 acre HMF footprint). These houses are nfii located within the 150 acre site. 

Table 3.13-2 should list the number of single family houses as 0. 

42. On the Shafter West site. 10 acres of land are identified on Table 3.13-2as being impacted. 
However, the 150 acre footprint for the HMF is currently vacant with the exception of the 
adjacent railroad and an existing road. The buffer area includes some existing industrial 
property; however, these activities should not be affected by the HMF. 

43. On the Shafter East site, 5 acres of land are identified on Table 3.13-2 as being impacted. 
However, the ISO acre footprint for the HMF is currently vacant with the exception of the 
adjacent railroad and an existing road. The buffer area includes some existing industrial 
property; however, these activities should not be affected by the HMF. 

44. In the Fresno Bakersfield EIR/EIS Executive Summary, the KCOG Wasco - HMF site is incorrectly 
listed as having impact to a school. The closest school is approximately H mile away. A low 
income housing project is located across the street from the proposed site; however, this is not 
mentioned. 

45. Table 3.13-2 lists "Other" Permanent Land Impacts by Potential HMF Site (acres) but does not 
specifically list what the other impacts are. 

Kern COG concurs with comments submitted by the City of Bakersfield regarding transportation 
assessments within this EIR/EIS, copy of which is provided below. Separate response to Kern COG 
regarding these comments is not necessary. Kern COG will consider the Authority's response to City of 
Bakersfield as sufficient. 

On page 3.2-8, Section 3.2 Transportation HSR incorrectly assumes that the daily trips are 4,590. That 
number of vehicle trips corresponds to the number of "Boardings." which is forecast to be 9,200 for the 
Bakersfield station. There are an equal number of "Alightings." Therefore the number of daily vehicle 
trips is twice what is indicated in Table 3.2.5. The assumed percentage of trips occurring in the peak 
hour is 15% and is too high. It should probably closer to 10, or even 7 to 9 percent, consistent with auto 
peaking characteristics, instead of local bus peaking characteristics, which are typically 30% in the AM 
peak period and 30% in the PM peak period. The local transit peak hour percentages are a function of 
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work and school trips being the prominent trip purposes for local transit trips. To really get the proper % 
during the peak hour, one should look at the diurnal distribution of traffic on 1-5 and SR 99 for 
automobiles. The EIR must be revised and recirculated to correct the significant underestimate of 
vehicle trips for the Bakersfield station and the unsupportable percentage of trips allocated to peak 
hours. 

Callrans in cooperation with the City of Bakersfield is currently preparing a Caltrans Project Study Report 
(PSR), and a Project Report (PR) and Environmental Document (EIR/EIS) for the Centennial Corridor Loop 
Project. This project, which will be adopted as State Route (SR) 58 immediately after construction, 
provides a continuous route along SR-58 from Interstate 5 (1-5) to Cottonwood Road on existing SR-58, 
east of SR-99. The proposed continuous route has been divided into three distinct segments. Segment 1 
is the furthest eastern segment that would connect the eastern terminus of the Westside Parkway to 
the existing SR-58 (East) freeway. Segment 2 is composed of what is locally known as the Westside 
Parkway (WSP) and extends from Heath Road to Mohawk Street, and is currently under construction. 
Segment 3 exteisds from 1-5 to Heath Road. 

Three build alternatives (A, B, & C) are under consideration within Segment 1 of the Centennial Corridor. 
The proposed high speed train (HST) alignments are In direct conflict with Alternative C. This segment 
includes future direct connectors from Southbound SR-99 to westbound SR-58 and from eastbound SR 
58 to northbound SR 99. The future direct connectors would be located east of the Mohawk Street 
interchange, skewing across the BNSF rail yard, and tying into SR-99 near the Rosedale Highway 
Interchange. Estimated at $275 million, the direct connectors are not included in the build alternatives 
at this time; however, the project cannot preclude the construction of these connectors in the future. 
Potential conflicts with HST. which must be addressed in the EIR and, where appropriate, resolved 
through design changes or mitigation measures, are as follows: 

Alignment B1 

1. The HST vertical profile and the eastbound SR 58 to NB SR 99 connector vertical profile are 
proposed to be at the same elevation (approx. 475 feet). Elimination of the conflict would require a 
change in profile of 30 to 40 feet. 

2. HST alignment is proposed to be constructed directly above an active 6 to 8 lane freeway at an 
extremely high skew for potentially thousands of feet (Centennial scheduled to be constructed prior to 
HST). 

3. HST must span 6 to 8 lane mainline freeway plus approaches and auxiliary lanes to the future 
connectors. 

4. Outrigger placement will be critical. Freeway median cannot accommodate proposed columns for 
outrigger; thus, requiring widening of the freeway and encroaching onto railroad right-of-way. 

5. Temporary false work placement will impact active freeway for thousands of feet. 


6. Outrigger placement cannot preclude future widening of freeway. Current median width designed 
to accommodate future lane (possibly HOV). 

7. Proposed HST equipment location may be in conflict with Segment 1 and Segment 2 (Westside 
Parkway). 

Alignment B2 

1. The HST vertical profile and the eastbound SR 58 to NB SR 99 connector vertical profile are 
proposed to be at the same elevation (approx. 465 feet). Elimination of the conflict would require a 
change in profile of 35 to 45 feet. 

2. Proposed HST equipment location may be In conflict with Segment 1 and Segment 2 (Westside 
Parkway). 

3. Centennial Project will construct off-ramp from westbound Centennial Corridor to Mohawk Street 
interchange. HST profile would possibly need to be raised to provide vertical clearance above off-ramp. 

Regarding the Westside Parkway, which is currently under construction west of SR-99, potential 
conflicts with HST, which must be addressed in the EIR and, where appropriate, resolved through design 
changes or mitigation measures, are as follows: 

Alignment B1 

1. HST alignment is proposed to be constructed directly above an active 6 to 8 lane freeway at an 
extremely high skew for potentially hundreds of feet. 

2. HST must span 6 to 8 lane mainline freeway plus interchange, approaches and auxiliary lanes 
already in place. 

3. Outrigger placement will be critical. Freeway median cannot accommodate proposed columns for 
outrigger without sacrificing future widening. Current median width is designed to accommodate future 
lane (possibly HOV) or a light rail facility. 

4. Temporary false work placement will impact active freeway for hundreds of feet. 

5. Construction activity may affect the commuters directly for extended amount of time with high 
cost and delays. 

6. Proposed HST equipment location may be in conflict with Segment 1 and Segment 2 (Westside 
Parkway). 
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Alignment B2 

1. HST alignment is proposed to be constructed directly above an active 6 to 8 lane freeway at an 
extremely high skew for potentially hundreds of feet. 

2. HST must span 6 to 8 lane mainline freeway plus interchange, approaches and auxiliary lanes 
already in place. 

3. Outrigger placement will be critical. Freeway median cannot accommodate proposed columns for 
outrigger without sacrificing future widening. Current median width is designed to accommodate future 
lane (possibly HOV) or a light rail facility, 

4. Temporary false work placement will impact active freeway for hundreds of feet. 

5. Construction activity may affect the commuters directly for extended amount of time with high 
cost and delays. 

6. Proposed HST equipment location may be in conflict with Segment 1 and Segment 2 (Westside 
Parkway). 

On page 3.2-33, it is stated that the Golden Empire Transit District is operated by the City of Bakersfield. 
This statement is incorrect. They are a separate agency. 

The attached Ridership and Revenue tables indicate the ridership and access modes by station, and the 
parking requirements at each station. On page 3.2-62 of the EIR/EIS, the document correctly Indicates 
the parking requirement to be 7,400 spaces at the Fresno Station. On page 3.2-68 for Bakersfield, the 
document states. “The station parking areas would accommodate approximately 2,300 parking spaces 
at the Bakersfield Station." However, the attached table indicates the parking requirement at the 
Bakersfield station to be 8.100 spaces. Below the topic of Bakersfield Parking Impacts. Bakersfield Area 
Transit Impacts and Bakersfield Pedestrian and Bicycle Impacts are discussed. The volumes cited match 
those reported in the attached tables. So clearly the parking requirement is In error. It is further noted 
that the attached tables indicate in a footnote that "Egress is mirror of access." This means that there 
are an equal number of passengers (and associated vehicle trips) de-boarding the trains and leaving the 
stations. The daily trips reported in Table 3.2-S on page 3.2-8 are incorrect for several reasons. For 
Bakersfield, from the attached tables, note that 1,400 autos are dropping off passengers. Once the autos 
drop off the passengers, they depart the station. That is 2,800 vehicle trips. Additionally, there are 2,300 
motorized vehicles arriving to park, 400 rental cars being returned, and 400 taxis dropping off 
passengers. These total 5.900 vehicle trips for the boarding passengers, not the 4.590 daily trips 
reported in table 3.2-5. Plus there are an equal number of de-boarding related trips. So 11.800 daily 
trios for Bakersfield, and 11,200 daily trips for Fresno. 


Bakersfield Roadway Segment Impacts are discussed on page 3.2-66 and quantified on the following 
page in Tables 3.2-21 and 22. In Table 3.2-21that for the Existing Plus Project scenario, there is virtually 
no difference between the "existing" and the "existing plus project" average daily traffic volumes. Some 
of these segments are incorrectly referenced so we cannot Identify (SR 178 between 23rd Street and 
Chester Avenue, and 23rd Street between 24th Street and F Street). However, none of the 11,800 
vehicles a day traveling to or from the station are apparently traveling along these segments. Under the 
Future with Project scenario. Table 3.2-22, it is easier to tell what roadway segment the authors are 
referencing. On 23rd Street, between F Street and Chester Avenue, not one extra vehicle will be on the 
roadway as a result of the HST station being constructed. It seems Inappropriate to conclude that no one 
will want to use 23rd and Q Streets to get to the station. We did not further look at the individual LOS 
results for the intersections, because with these ADT and station trip activity volume errors, the LOS 
results would not provide accurate or reliable data to base any conclusion. These errors alone are 
significant enough to warrant a restudy of traffic impacts. 

The City of Bakersfield, Greater Bakersfield Separation of Grade District, and the County of Kern, in 
coordination with adjacent property owners, have been engaged in defining Specific Plan Lines for the 
alignments and limits of grade separations along the BNSF Railway at Kratzmeyer Road, 
Renfro/Jenkins/Reina Roads and West Beltway. The addition of the High-Speed Rail alignment 
alternatives along the BNSF corridor has required the development of alterations to the previous 
concept plans for the railroad grade separations and necessitated an accelerated time schedule for 
construction of the grade separations along Santa Fe Way. 

Santa Fe Way is a significant regional north-south route, connecting metropolitan Bakersfield with the 
cities of Shafter and Wasco. As discussed at the July 14,2011 meeting, HSRA desires to run the High- 
Speed train under the recently constructed Seventh Standard Road overhead, adjacent to the BNSF 
Railway. This alignment would restrict future widening of Santa Fe Way to four lanes (currently planned 
as an ultimate six-lane arterial) and would necessitate the construction of a wall along the westerly 
abutment. It was determined that the loss in north-south roadway capacity could be mitigated with the 
construction of a parallel route comprised of Burbank Street, Zachary Avenue, the West 
Beltway/BNSF/High-Speed Rail/Santa Fe Way grade separation, and Heath Road. 

The West Beltway is planned as an ultimate six-lane freeway. For that reason, the overhead should be 
constructed with a substructure for this ultimate facility and a superstructure for either two or four 
lanes. The connecting roadway should provide a minimum of two travel lanes and paved shoulders. 

With respect to the proposed Reina Road crossing, the circulation plan calls for a southerly relocation of 
the crossing with connections to Renfro Road and Jenkins Road to provide a more efficient 
perpendicular crossing of the railroad and to provide for north-south circulation/travel. Your plans show 
a Reina Road crossing so they need to be corrected to the Renfro/Jenkins crossing. The design for the 
Kratzmeyer Road and Renfro/Jenkins/Reina Roads grade separations should provide for a minimum 55 
m.p.h. stopping sight distance on the vertical curves. Both roadways are designated as six-lane arterial 
streets and therefore a six-lane substructure should be provided to allow for future widening. The 
superstructure on Kratzmeyer Road and Renfro/Jenkins/Reina Roads should provide for a minimum of 
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four lanes and two lanes, respectively. The overhead structures also need to provide for a minimum of 
four travel lanes, bike lanes, and a median on Santa Fe Way, adjacent to the High-Speed Rail. 

Because the preliminary design work and right-of-way coordination have been accomplished by our 
local agencies and adjacent land owners, we recommend that the Santa Fe Way mitigation project 
(Burbank Street grade separation, West Beltway overhead and connecting roadways), the Kratzmeyer 
Road grade separation, and the Renfro/Jenkins/Reina Roads grade separation be accomplished as early 
delivery projects. We also recommend that the full scope of these early delivery projects, including 
design, right-of-way acquisition, utility relocation and construction, be accomplished by our local 
agencies through a Joint Agencies Agreement among the HSRA, the City of Bakersfield, the County of 
Kern, the City of Shafter and the Greater Bakersfield Separation of Grade District, with funding being 
provided by the HSRA. 


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the environmental impacts of this important project. 
Sincerely, 


Ronald E. Brummett 
Executive Director 



Robert Ball 
Planning Director 
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L004-1 

The text of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS has been revised in response to your 
comment about Table 2-10 in Chapter 2, Alternatives. 

L004-2 

The relevant figures have been revised in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS to 
correct the spelling of Famoso Woody Road in Kern County. 

L004-3 

In response to your comment, the text of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS has 
been revised in Chapter 2, Alternatives, Section 2.4.1. 

L004-4 

In response to your comment, the text of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS has 
been revised in Chapter 2, Alternatives, Section 2.4.1. 

L004-5 

Please refer to Appendix 2-A of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, which lists road 
crossings for the Fresno to Bakersfield alternatives revised as a result of continuing 
project design. 

L004-6 

The Kern Council of Governments-Shafter East HMF Site would serve the Wasco- 
Shafter Bypass Alternative and not the BNSF Alternative. The Kern Council of 
Governments-Shafter West HMF Site would serve all of the alternatives except the 
Wasco-Shafter Bypass Alternative. Text in Chapter 2, Table 2-15 is correct. 

L004-7 

The reference to “Benef buses” was an error; the section has been revised in the 
Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS. 

L004-8 

The HST will not preclude future or impede existing intracity and intercity bus routes. 
The Authority and FRA have also provided planning grants for cities that could have an 


L004-8 

HST station to assist them in planning for the integration of transit service with the high¬ 
speed rail and to update land use plans in the areas surrounding the stations. 

L004-9 

In the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, the text has been revised to state that Golden 
Empire Transit is an independent entity from the City of Bakersfield. 

L004-10 

In the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, the reference has been revised to "Golden 
Empire Transit District 2012." 

L004-11 

The HST will not preclude the future development of the Kern County Bicycle Plan. 

L004-12 

In the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, the analysis of Conventional Passenger Rail 
added language addressing increased ridership on the San Joaquin Amtrak Route. 

L004-13 

The naming convention of "Orange Belt Trailways" has been corrected in the Final 
EIR/EIS. 

L004-14 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-01, FB-Response-TR-01. 

L004-15 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-01. 

Mitigation measures for Existing and Existing Plus Project conditions impacts within the 
Bakersfield Station alternatives are discussed in Section 3.2.7 of the Revised 
DEIR/Supplemental DEIS and are summarized in Tables 3.2-50 and 51. 
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L004-16 

Providing local bus feeder service is not in the project's scope; however, the Authority 
will work with the City of Bakersfield and Kern County to integrate regional/intercity bus 
system service into the Bakersfield Station. 

L004-17 

The discussion of Bakersfield area freight impacts has been revised in the Revised 
DIER/Supplemental DEIS. 

L004-18 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-TR-01. 

Please refer to design features #8 and #11 in Section 3.2.6 of the Revised 
DEIR/Supplemental DEIS. 

L004-19 

Text has been revised in Section 3.3.5 of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS. 

L004-20 

The Fresno to Bakersfield Section of the FIST project is not subject to the transportation 
conformity rule. However, if the project requires future actions that meet the definition of 
a project element subject to transportation conformity, additional determinations and 
associated analysis will be completed as may be required. 

L004-21 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AQ-05. 

Mitigation measures were refined in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS as a result of 
continuing project design, comments received on the Draft EIR/EIS, and additional 
consultation with public agencies. Accordingly, appropriate mitigation will be included in 
the Final EIR/EIS and will also be included in FRA’s Record of Decision, which will 
require the Authority to comply with all mitigation measures as the project advances 
through final design and construction. 


L004-22 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AQ-05. 

Mitigation measures were refined in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS as a result of 
continuing project design, comments received on the Draft EIR/EIS, and additional 
consultation with public agencies. Accordingly, appropriate mitigation will be included in 
the Final EIR/EIS and will also be included in FRA’s Record of Decision, which will 
require the Authority to comply with all mitigation measures as the project advances 
through final design and construction. 

L004-23 

The HMF site for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section of the HST will not be selected as 
part of an action by the Authority board. A decision on the HMF location will be made 
following certification of the San Jose to Merced Section Final EIR/EIS. Potential 
impacts on sensitive receivers will be a consideration in the future selection of the HMF 
site. A key consideration will be the distance from the HMF site to sensitive receivers. 
Potential effects of the HMF on children's health are discussed in Appendix 3.12-C, 
Children's Health and Safety Risk Assessment. 

As discussed in Section 2.2.9.2, the future HMF will occupy approximately 154 acres. 
The property boundaries of each of the alternative HMF sites are larger than the 
acreage needed for the actual facility due to the unique site characteristics and 
constraints of each location. Because the actual site of the HMF within the identified 
larger parcels has not been determined, an analysis of impacts on sensitive receivers 
would be premature at this time. Once the HMF site has been selected, a Health Risk 
Assessment (HRA) would be conducted to address potential health impacts on the 
surrounding community. Mitigation Measure AQ-6 requires either the implementation of 
means to reduce emissions from the HMF, including the use of non-diesel machinery 
that will reduce toxic air contaminant emissions, or requires the establishment of a buffer 
area between emitters and sensitive receivers. Implementation of Mitigation Measure 
AQ-7 will reduce the impacts of stationary emission sources. 

L004-24 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-15. 
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L004-24 

The Authority has not identified a preferred HMF site at this time. This decision will be 
made as part of the San Jose to Merced Section EIR/EIS document because selection 
of the HMF is highly dependent on the selection of the wye. 

Once the HMF site is selected, additional comparative study, design, and review may be 
necessary. If the Wasco-Shafter HMF sites are selected, additional mitigation measures 
might be selected at that time. 

L004-25 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AQ-05. 

Mitigation measures were refined in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS as a result of 
continuing project design, comments received on the Draft EIR/EIS, and additional 
consultation with public agencies. Accordingly, appropriate mitigation will be included in 
the Final EIR/EIS and will also be included in FRA’s Record of Decision, which will 
require the Authority to comply with all mitigation measures as the project advances 
through final design and construction. 

L004-26 

The term NOA (naturally occurring asbestos) has been defined in Section 3.3.4.6 of the 
Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS. 

L004-27 

The term "Mobile Source Air Toxics" is followed by the acronym MSAT in Section 
3.3.2.1 of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS. 

L004-28 

The floodplain at the Shatter HMF sites is a small local depression, smaller than the 
HMF facility, that is not associated with a water body with concentrated flow. The 
floodplain boundary is located within the proposed HMF sites. In Figure 3.8-2 in the 
Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, the graphic that indicates the HMF location is 
overlaying the small floodplain. 


L004-29 

The Final EIS/EIR has been revised to indicate that the Shatter East HMF is within the 
city limits and within the city's municipal water service area and the Shatter West HMF is 
outside of the city's municipal water service area but within the planning area. 

L004-30 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AG-02. 

See Volume I, Section 3.14, Impact AG#5, for more information on effects on 
agricultural land from parcel severance. 

L004-31 

Section 3.13, Station Planning, Land Use, and Development, of the Final EIR/EIS has 
been revised to reflect that the Shatter East HMF site is located on land that is zoned 
entirely industrial. 

L004-32 

The discussion of the regional transportation plan for Kern County was updated in the 
Final EIR/EIS with reference to the Kern Council of Governments' 2011 Regional 
Transportation Plan (KCOG 2010). 

L004-33 

Kern County's annual average growth rate is presented in the document for both the 
population growth rate and the housing unit growth rate. The data come from different 
sources and different years. 

L004-34 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-15. 

As stated in Chapter 2, Alternatives, of the EIR/EIS for the Fresno to Bakersfield 
Section, the heavy maintenance facility (HMF) site will cover approximately 154 acres. 
As shown in Table 3.14-7 of the EIR/EIS, the alternative HMF sites in the Fresno to 
Bakersfield Section range in size from about 420 to 590 acres. Table 3.14-7 also shows 
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L004-34 

the amount of Important Farmland in each of those alternative HMF study sites. The 
HMF would be located somewhere within the study sites, but the exact location is not 
known at this time. As indicated in Table 3.14-7, the amount of Important Farmland 
contained within the alternative HMF study sites ranges from 67% of the 
Fresno Works-Fresno HMF Site to essentially 100% of the Kern Council of 
Governments-Shafter HMF Site. Therefore, it is likely that locating the HMF at any of 
these sites would impact about 154 acres of Important Farmland. Maps showing the 
locations of the HMF study sites are provided throughout the EIR/EIS, including Section 
3.14, Agricultural Lands, and in Appendix 3.1-A, Parcels within HST Footprint. 

L004-35 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-15. 

As stated in Chapter 2, Alternatives, of the EIR/EIS for the Fresno to Bakersfield 
Section, the heavy maintenance facility (HMF) site will cover approximately 154 acres. 
As shown in Table 3.14-7 of the EIR/EIS, the alternative HMF sites in the Fresno to 
Bakersfield Section range in size from about 420 to 590 acres. Table 3.14-7 also shows 
the amount of Important Farmland in each of those alternative HMF study sites. The 
HMF would be located somewhere within the study sites, but the exact location is not 
known at this time. As indicated in Table 3.14-7, the amount of Important Farmland 
contained within the alternative HMF study sites ranges from 67% of the Fresno 
Works-Fresno HMF Site to essentially 100% of the Kern Council of 
Governments-Shafter HMF Site. Therefore, it is likely that locating the HMF at any of 
these sites would impact about 154 acres of Important Farmland. Maps showing the 
locations of the HMF site alternatives are provided throughout the EIR/EIS, including 
Section 3.14, Agricultural Lands, and Appendix 3.1-A, Parcels within HST Footprint. 

L004-36 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-15. 

The HMF site will be about 150 acres in size; however, the exact location has not yet 
been determined, and therefore all acres designated as a potential HMF were analyzed 
in order to present a complete agricultural land assessment. 


L004-37 

The project description does not include any ancillary manufacturing facilities; therefore, 
they are not included in the project analysis. The Authority will note the request for 
consideration of this suggestion. 

L004-38 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-15. 

L004-39 

Section 3.13, Station Planning, Land Use, and Development, of the Draft EIR/EIS states 
that there are four houses within the 480 acres of available land that constitute the 
proposed Shatter West HMF site. At this time it has not yet been determined which 154 
acres within the 480 acres would be used for the HMF site. 

L004-40 

At this time it has not yet been determined which 154 acres within the 480 acres would 
be used for the HMF site. 

L004-41 

At this time it has not yet been determined which 154 acres within the 480 acres would 
be used for the HMF site. 

L004-42 

The Summary of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS has been revised to remove this 
discussion. A screening-level health risk assessment was conducted for the school that 
is 0.25 mile from the Kern Council of Governments-Wasco HMF Site. This analysis 
indicated that there could be impacts to that school. However, a more detailed analysis 
that would follow additional design of the HMF may find that there would be no 
significant health risks to the school. 

L004-43 

The Authority and FRA have refined the definition of "other" in the 3.13-3 Impacts Table 
in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS as a result of continuing project design. 
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L004-43 

comments received on the Draft EIR/EIS, and additional consultation with public 
agencies. The refined definitions are used in Section 3.13, Station Planning, Land Use, 
and Development. 
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may lose businesses or be relocated have an even higher lundamental right to know if and how 
the project will impact them, what are the impacts on the surrounding environment and how can 
they participate in the formulation of feasible alternatives and appropriate mitigation. " (A}] 
paramount consideration is the right of the public to be informed in such a way that it can 
intelligently weigh the environmental consequences of any contemplated action and have an 
appropriate voice in the formulation of any decision” (Environment Planning and Information 
Council v. County of El Dordo (3d Dist. 1982) 131 Cal App.3d). 
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California High Speed Rail Authority 
Fresno to Bakersfield Draft EIR/EIS Comment 
770 L Street, Suite 800 
Sacramento. California 95814 

RE; Comments on Draft Project Environmental Impact Report /Statement for the 
Fresno to Bakersfield Section High Speed Train (SCIl/( 2009091126) 

Dear Mr. Abercrombie. 

The Kern County Planning and Community Development Department appreciates the 
opportunity to provide comments on the Draft EIR/EIS for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section of 
the High Speed Train. The sy-stem includes major components in Kent County including the 
Bakersfield Station, potential locations for a Hca \7 Maintenance Facilities and the railway 
alignments. The purpose of CEQA and NEPA is to provide an opportunity for the general 
public as well as other agencies with specific expertise to rcvie%v tl^ described project and 
analysis and provide comments and suggestions for mitigation and the avoidance or reduction of 
impacts. The courts have directed and the CEQA guidelines have reflected six separate policy 
grounds that justify the requirement that lead agencies must seek and respond to public 
comments; sharing expertise, disclosing agency analysis, checking for accuracy, detecting 
omissions, discovering public concerns and soliciting counter proposals (CEQA Guidelines 
15200). The Authority, as lead agency, has chosen to present two sections of the project in two 
separate but related documents with formats that are not consistent. These two sections of the 
system involve impacts and interests to over 2.2 million Central Valley residents and deserve a 
robust and careful public review' process to ensure compliance with the purpose of CEQA and 
NEPA. not merely the legal requirements. In addition these documents are presented as project 
level rather than program level documents which require a greater level of assessment and 
review'. 

Ptiblii? Ngliw and 

The DEIR/EIS is presented as a project level document for the entire 114 miles of alignments and 
related infrastructure. Unlike other development projects, this project has not been initiated by a 
specific property owner and. therefore, affected property owners have no information or 
expectation that they would be included in the project description and that their property might 
be used for a track alignment or be adjacent to the alignment. Under CEQA. all members of the 
public hold a “privileged position “ in the CEQA process and certainly property owners who 


The foundation of the CEQA/NEPA process is an accurate project description that provides for 
meaningful public participation. This Draft EIR/ EIS is deficient and flawed in not providing 
the aflcctcd property owners notification or eflcctive tools for determining if they are impacted 
by the proposed project. A detailed search of the following chapters (Summary. Chapter 1.0. 
2.0 or 3.1-Introduction) shows no reference to any location or diagram where a property owner 
could look to determine if their house, business or church w ould be required to be removed for 
an alignment. No direct link or other refereiKe is provided in the public notices posted on the 
HSR website or provided to local government agencies to assist a citizen in determining how 
their property is affected other than direction to the Draft EIR/EIS volumes. Further the 
infrastructure components shown on Page 2-8 (At-Grade Profile, retained - Fill Profile, retained 
cut profile. Elevat^ profile) are not linked to specific properties so that the public can 
understand how the project would look at a specific location. 

The only location of information directly relevant to an attempt to notify the public is in the 
Table of Contents (page viii). Volume II - Technical Appendices Appendix 3.1-1 - Parcels 
within HST Footprint. This volume comprised of 229 individual 11X17 colored sheets 
includes an alignment “footprint” using two colors: orange for Permanent impact and purple for 
Temporary impact and Assessor Parcel numbers superimposed on an aerial. A small square 
labeled “sheet overview” is included on each page. A disclaimer is located on each page which 
reads “PRELIMINARY DRAFT/SUBJECT TO CHANGE-HST ALIGNMENT IS NOT 
DETERMINED. The numbers and names of streets are done at a size and color that is difficult 
to read. These pages do not contain any other information or an index to that information that a 
citizen or staff looking for their property would need: county or city location. Section. Township 
and Range, or description of t>'pc of infrastructure component anticipated. Further, for purposes 
of CEQA. there is no information on this or any other map showing w hat type of business, 
structures or industries are under or adjacent to the alignment. In conjunction with the 
disclaimer, it is unclear how this qualifies as a project level document with a stable, finite project 
description as required by CEQA. Without specific information generated by the DEIR/EIS. the 
public is left to provide their own analysis back to the authority, based on their local know ledge, 
on what they think the impacts will be. It is the responsibility of the lead agency to provide that 
analysis and propose mitigation or alternatives to address specific impacts. That detailed analysis 
has not been provided in this document. 

To provide the level of public notification required by CEQA for this project. Kern County 
requests for the next circulation of the Revised EIR/EIS that an online database be created that 
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allows a citizen to input an Assessor Parcel Number, address, intersection or Section. Township 
and Range and then links to a map showing the alignment and infrastructure components for that 
area. This website address should be included in the next public notification for circulation and 
an explanation for its use provided. 

Air Quality and Global Climate Change 

Without this site specific effort as well as an expansion of the analysis, this DLIR/EIS cannot be 
considered a project level document under CEQA. An example of the lack of specific detail is 
located in Chapter 3.3. Air Quality and Global Climate Change. The chapter begins with a 
reference to a technical document that is not included in the DEIR/EIS and is not located online: 
Fresno to Bakersfield Section: Air Quality Technical Report although it is cited in the summary 
of sources for the document. Yet Chapter 3.3 contains no specific quantification of amounts for 
construction emissions (Table 3.3-21) and no analysis at all for operational emissions. Instead 
the chapter includes simplified “yes or no** statements related to the construction emissions 
exceedance of the adopted thresholds. Such a presentation assumes that the public has no need 
to verify the methodology and calculations used for the air modeling and that the magnitude of 
the exceedance is irrelevant to informed decision-making. This chapter needs to include actual 
amounts in tons per year of the construction emissions and operational emissions, including the 
indirect air quality impacts of the employees driving to the trains as operators and the ridership. 
Further given the disclaimer on the alignment footprint Volume II — Technical Appendices 
Appendix 3.1-1. the assumptions for the methodology (ex. calculation of the trip lengths and mix 
for construction workers to each location) should be specifically discussed in the DEIR/EIS. 
Finally, the omission of the teclinical source document on air quality from the circulation of the 
DEIR/EIS deprives the public of fundamental information necessary for a complete c\'aluation of 
the accuracy of the information presented and meaningful comments. This and all source 
documents of a technical matter should be circulated along with a clear location for any 
programmatic documents that arc being referenced in the DEIR/EIS. 

Transiwnation 

The Kem County Roads Department has reviewed the DEIR/EIS aitd provided the following 
technical comments. 

1. S.5.3 Station Area Development. Page S-8; TIteproject is esiimated to bring8J00and 9,200 
dally passengers to Fresno and Bakersfield respectiwly... Please provide the background 
information for the ridership as the volumes appear to be relatively high. 

2. Table S-2. Page S-23: Contains similar statements for the various categories that do not 
coincide with the results. For example, the following statement is in regard to the total 
number of permanent road closures, w hich states "Construction Impacts - There are no 
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L005-5 

L005-6| 

L005-7| 

L005-8| 

L005-9 

L005-10 


L005-12 


October 13,2011 
Page 4 

significant differentiating constriKiion intfxicts between alternatives for transportation and 
traffic. ” That is incorrect as the responses to the question vary significantly. 1 low'can the 
variation in the number of road closures between scenarios vary from 15 to 20 roads 
without that being a significant difference? Please clarily. 

3. Table S-3, Page S-27; Contains similar statements for the various categories that arc 
incorrect. For example, the following states "There are no construction impacts for 
transportation and traffic. " This incorrect as there is no possible way to construct this 
project without impacting the surrounding roadway nct%vork with construction traffic, road 
closures and the various construction activities. In addition, the mitigation measures 
provided do not contain the necessary specifics to determine the level of significance. Please 
explain. 

4. Table S-4. Page S-40: See item #3 above with respect to the mitigation measures. 

5. Table 1 -3. Page 1-12: The Annual Growth Rate (%) for Kem County was not provided, but a 
Year 2035 Projection was generated. Please explain how was the projection calculated? 

6. Table 2-4. Page 2-34: Kem County Year 2010 and Year 2035 Population and Employment 
estimates and projections appear to be higher than those modeled by KemCOG. Please 
verify. 

7. 2.8.2 Pre-Construction Activities, Page 2-97: A Traffic Control Plan, which may include 
CUP escorts, and any necessary' encroachment permits should be submitted to the appropriate 
agency of jurisdiction for approval prior to any Construction Activities. Project construction 
timing may coincide with other neighboring projects, which will require coordination of 
construction traffic to avoid possible conflicts during the project construction phases. 

8. Table 3.2-5. Page 3.2-8: Provides A.M and PM Peak Hour in and out volumes that do not 
reflect the characteristics of a 24/7 operation. The volumes split are more in line with those 
of a single shifi per day rather than an operation with three shifis per day. Provide a 50/50 
split as that would more accurately reflect the impacts upon the surrounding roadways. If the 
peak hour periods vary from those that arc typically analyzed, please clarify. In addition, the 
paragraph following the table contains statements contrary to the information provided 
within the tabic. Primarily the difference bctw'cen totals shown in the table versus those 
provide in the paragraph. 

9. Table 3.2-9. Page 3.2-33: Intersection 41 (Union Avc/Goldcn State Ave/21** St) is shown to 
be worse than both Intersections 46 (SR I78/SR99 Ramps/Buck Owens Blvd) & 47 (Oak 
St/SR 178), please verify. 

10. Section E. Page 3,2-33: Incorrectly states that the City of Bakersfield operates the Golden 
Empire Transit District, please revise to show the Golden Empire Transit District as a 
separate entity. 
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LOOS-13 


LOOS-14 


LOOS-IS 


11. Table 3.2-23, Pages 3.2-69 - 3.2-74 and Table 3.2-31. Pages 3.2-89 - 3.2-93: These tables 
seem to indicate that the only intersections anal>'-/ed were in the City of Bakersfield. What 
County/unincorporated roads and intersections were analyzed, and what is the mitigation 
necessary to maintain the current level of service? 

12. Section 3.2.6 Mitigation measures Item 6. Page 3.2-82: Protection of Public Road\%ays 
during Construction. This section should include the requirement to enter into a secured 
agreement with the Kern County Roads Department to ensure that any County roads that arc 
demonstrably damaged by project-related activities are promptly repaired and. if necessary, 
paved, slurry-scaled, or reconstructed as per requirements of the Callrans and/or Kem 
County. 

13. Section D - Roadway and Grade Separation Plans, Part 2 of 2. Page 162 on the PDF. sheet 2 
of 5: Please e.xplain how the lengthening of Rosedale Ilighway/State Route 58 will be 
accomplished to accommodate the High Speed Train, without a major disruption in vehicle 
traffic. This is specific to Comment #3. as this is a heavily travelled route. 


object to this use of a h>'pothctical regional planning process to substitute for a reasoned analysis 
of impacts that is location specific for a project level document. The eight counties of the San 
Joaquin Valley while having common land use issues have diflercnt growth policies and 
projections on growth for land use impacts need to be discussed separately. 

Fuiw9 Cgmmgms 

Staff will be providing additional comments on tiK document during the recirculation of the 
Revised EIR/EIS. The public notice notes that “...only comments submitted during the official 
comment periods... will be treated as formal comments and subsequently responded to, in 
>vTiting. as part of the Final EIR/EIS.” While this statement is accurate under the CEQA 
guidelines it leaves the public with the impression that written and oral comments cannot be 
submitted outside those comment periods. That Is contrary to CEQA case law and 
inappropriately limits public involvement. If a public hearing is held on the certification of the 
DEIR/EIS by the HSR authority then public comment, both written and oral, must be taken and 
considered in the linal decision. A clarification of this matter should be included in all future 
notifications. 


14. Section D - Roadway and Grade Separation Plans. Pan 2 of 2, WSl Wasco-Shafter and WS2 
Wasco-Shafter; Th^ sections do not show the Renfro Road and West Beltway grade 
separations of the HST alignment as previously discussed, revise accordingly. 


Land Use 


Citizen Comments 

Attached arc comments from citizens on the proposed High Speed Train that have been 
submitted to the Kem County Board of Supervisors and the Planning and Community 
Development Department. These arc submitted for the record and require individual responses 
under CEQA. 


LOOS-17 


The document incorrectly identifies and cites the various Kem County land use documents. 

There arc two General plans in the 8200 square miles in Kem County. The Kem County and 
City of Bakersfield Metropolitan Bakersfield General Plan is a jointly managed general plan for 
409 square miles in the valley that includes unincorporated Kem County and the City of 
Bakersfield, The second is the Kem County General Plan which includes the unincorporated 
areas outside the Metropolitan Bakersfield Area. The policies for each are distinct and in some 
cases different and the DEIR/EIS needs to be revised to address these diiTerenccs. 

Various references to the results of the San Joaquin Valley Blueprint process arc also inaccurate. 
On page S-12. it states “The eight San Joaquin Valley counties that participated in the San 
Joaquin Valley Blueprint planning process developed a forecast of farmland conversion to 
nonagricultural uses by 2050 based on current development patterns.” An amount is then given 
of 326.000 acres of farmland. This statement is incorrect. While Kem County did participate in 
the Blueprint process, the modeling that w'as completed by the various Council of Governments 
was not formally ratified or adopted as accurate growih projections for farmland conversion. 
Instead they were simply “what ir scenarios not based on the general plan policies or even 
market conditions for agricultural commodities and use of farmland. A number of such 
statements regarding the San Joaquin Valley Blueprint results are included in various parts of the 
document and arc used to represent purported growth forecasts and policy for Kem County. We 


Thank you for the opportunity to provide comment on this important investment in California's 
future. 

Sinccrely^^^ 

LORELEI H. OVIATT. AlCP. Direclor 

Kem County Planning & Community Development Department 

LHO:jb 

I:\adm\lorclei\HSR comment Oct 13.2011 
Attachments 

cc: Kem County Board of Supervisors 
County Administrative Office 
County Counsel 
Grand Jury 
City of Bakersfield 
Kem Council of Government 
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Ms. Lorelei Oviatt, 

I am a resident and business owner within the Bakersfield community and I wish to inform you of the 
many concerns that I have about the harm that the High Speed Rail project as It Is currently planned will 
cause our community. 

I oppose the Authority’s plan to unnecessarily destroy an unacceptable number of Bakersfield City and 
surrounding area's Infrastructure, homes, churches, businesses and schools by the Authority’s plan to 
construct the Rail project directly through 0>e middle of our long established dty. Our city corporation 
yard Is affected. Our police garage is affected. Our oldest Bakersfield landmark - Bakersfield High School 
is affected. Our Robobank civic center is affected. Our Mercy Hospital Is affected. Our dty staff parking 
lot is affected. 

The Authority does not have to destroy so much of our community to build their project. The authority 
could easily locate the rail alignment and station location somewhere outside the established 
Bakersfield community. Relocation of the station and rails outside our established neighborhoods wouid 
eliminate most If not all of the negative Impacts that the Authority’s current alignment plans will cause 
our community. It Is worthy of note that the Authority’s plan for the rail alignment in the Fresno area 
does not pass directly through their downtown community and due to that reasonable alignment; the 
project negatively affects far fewer citizens. 

As planned the project will destroy over 230 homes In our relatively small community. It will displace at 
least 700 residents, It will destroy between 110 and 280 businesses affecting between 800 and 1350 
jobs and it wHI destroy between 7 and 8 churches In our community. These are an unacceptable nurnber 
of negative impacts that will be unnecessarily caused to our Bakersfield community by the Authority’s 
poor planning. 

I oppose the H.S.R. Authority’s comnton practice of not sufficiently informing property owners that their 
properties are at risk of demolition or value degradation by the project. I have never been Informed by 
the Authority that my family residence Is directly in the middle of their planned alignment. I have never 
been Informed by the Authority that my two business locations are directly In the middle of their 
planned alignment. I was informed of this by a citizen group located in the bay area on September 8th of 
this year. This notification was nearly halfway Into the EIR/EIS review and comment period. 

Local governments properly notify citizens of proposed zone change and conditional use permits to 
sufficiently inform the citizens where the zone change or CU.P. properties are located In relation to the 
citizen's property. Proper notification provides the citizens an opportunity to be Involved in the planning 
process. Proper ratification was not given to the r»egatively affected citizens of the state concerning rail 
alignment locations. That omission has put the citizens of the entire state at a huge and un^lr 
disadvantage because they were unable to be involved In the plannir^ process of the project. 

I oppose the Authorities plan to denoolish as many as 8 churches, a rel^lous school and a Hindu mission 
in our moderately sized community, I believe that our religious freedoms that are guaranteed by the 
Constitution of the United States will be violated by such unnecessary government heavy handedness. 
These are churches and schools that have been serving their community in long established 
neighborhoods. When they are destroyed, they will not be able to relocate in the neighborhoods that 
they serve. 

I currently oppose the project as planned doe to the insufficient amount of funds that are available to 
effectively begin construction of the project and I currently oppose the project because the amount of 


funds that will be necessary to complete the project have been grossly underestimated and the source 
of future funding Is undetermined. I oppose the project because the unjustifiably high cost of the project 
will eliminate funding of important infrastructure projects well Into the future. 

The project has received a very small anwunt of Federal funds in relation to the amount of funding that 
will be necessary to complete the project. The project is located entirely within the state of California 
and it will be funded almost entirely by state of California tax payers. I believe that the Federal 
govemnsent has way too much power over this project. This Is not an interstate project so I believe that 
it should NOT be managed by the Federal Railroad administration. The State of California should be In 
charge of this project because our California state leaders would better look after the best interests of 
their citizens. 

The individuals workit^ for the Federal agencies that are planning and managing the High Speed Rail 
project are accountable to no one In the state of California and they are unnecessarily harming the 
interests of Californians and a large number of the Bakersfield area citizens that you serve. The Federally 
managed H5.R. project has inexplicably exempted Itself from our California Environmental Quality Act 
or CEQA standards and the Authority has ignored our California environmental standards as It drafted 
the project’s EIR/EIS documents. These are environmental standards that all other projects located In 
the state of California are required to meet. The Authority’s exemption of the project from our California 
state environmental standards is inexcusable. The Authority must be held accountable for this 
inexcusable omission. 

Our state cannot afford this project. The Authority has planned this project In an extremely unethical 
and non transparent manner. I will never support a project that denies my feUow citizens their 
constitutionally protected religious freedoms by destroying so many of their neighborhood sanctuaries. I 
will never support a project that destroys our local culture and our community’s quality of life. Our 
livelihoods, businesses, homes and infrastructure are being threatened by the Authority’s plan and I will 
not support those kinds of unnecessary negative impacts to our community. 

The 3,300 page EIR/EIS documents are too voluminous, technically difficult and confusing for dtizens to 
review and effectively respond to In the insufficiently brief 60 day review and comment period. I believe 
that the review and comment period should be extended to a more reasonable 6 month period. 

Please do what is necessary to relocate the rail alignments to a less destructive location outside our 
established community. Please hold the Authority accountable for their uncooperative heavy 
handedness. Please protect our citizens from the unacceptably negative consequences of the High 
Speed Rail Authority’s poorly planned project and please protect our citizens from the negative 
consequences that the Authority’s poorly drafted EIR will cause our community. 

Please consider proposing a vote of no confidence of the management, planning and EIR document 
preparation of the High Speed Rail Authority project at the next meeting. Many other local 
governments throughout the state have done so. Your vote of no confidence will make an important 
statement of support of your community citizen’s best served Interests. 

Respectfully Submitted, 

Jeff Taylor 

1624 Country Breeze Place 
Bakersfield, CA 93312 (661) 332-1773 
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Presbytery of San Joaquin 

438 S. Locust St. • Visalia, CA 93277 
PHONE; (559)739^168 FAX; (559)741*9341 

WEB; www.8iprosby1ery.ofg EMAIL: oirice<B>8|pre8by1ery.org 

Kem County Planning and Community Development Department 
2700 Street, Suite 100 
Bakersfield, CA 93301 

September 21,2011 

Reference: GPA 48, Map 4102*29; ZCC 438, Map 4102*29 

PO Plan 427, Map 4102*29 

To Whom It May Concern, 

I write on behalf of the Bakersfield Korean Presbyterian Church located at 1601 Art Street in 
Bakersfield, and on behalf of the Presbytery of San Joaquin. The Presbytery is the supe^islng body for 
the Bakersfield Korean Presbyterian Church and is ultimately responsible for all real property confrolled . 
by our member congregations. 

It has come to our attention that the rail line for the California High Speed Rail Project will cut 
directly through the location of the building of the Korean Church. Losing this fadlity will harm this 
congregation In many ways. The process of locating new property and building or renovating a new 
worship facility is a tremendous hardship for a congregation. They have only recently finished their 
work in their current facility. While we know that the church will be paid for the property we are not at 
all sure that the payment will be enough to relocate. 

In addition to the difficulty of relocating their facility such a forced move would be extremely 
disruptive to their church community. Most of the members of the church live dose by the current 
location. For the church meeting place to be moved to another place in Bakersfield would result in the 
loss of members who would not want to drive a distance to worship and meetings. 

I am aware that there are other routes beir^ considered by the High Speed Rail Commission. I 
urge you to look upon the existing businesses and churches, such as Bakersfield Korean Presbyterian 
Church, and see the extreme difficulty that would be forced upon them by this route for the High Speed 
Rail llrse. Please choose another route. 

Blessings, 

Rev. Alexander Brown, General Presbyter and Stated ClerX 
Presbytery of San Joaquin 
executivejBsjpresbytery.org 





Kem County Planning and Community Development Department 
1700 “M" Street Suite 100 
Bakersfield, CA 93301 

To Whom It May Concern: 

This is regarding file number: GPA #8, Map #102-29; 

ZCC #38, Map #102-29; 

PD Plan #27, Map # 102*29 


1 am writing in protest against the proposed high speed rail line of its geographical 

placement as it is going to destroy a Bakersfield Historic building.namely the Korean 

Presbyterian Church. 

It is in my prayers that you will seek to divert this high speed line in a directioi^that will 
not distroy this special building. 


Sincerely, « 

Orc«v'0'2 
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Kcm County Planning and Community Development Department 
17(M) “M” Street Suite 100 
Bakersfield. CA 93301 

To Whom It May Concern: 

This is regarding file number: OPA ^8, Map #102-29; 

zee #38, Map #102-29; 

PD Plan #27. Map #102-29 


1 am writing in protest against the proposed high speed rail line of its geographical 

placement as it is going to destroy a Bakersfield Historic building.namely the Korean 

Presbyterian Church. 

It is in my prayers that you will seek to divert this high speed line in a directiorTthat vwIT 
not distroy this special building. 



Kcm County Planning and Community Development Department 
1700 “M" Street Suite 100 
Bakersfield. CA 93301 

To Whom It May Concern: 

This is r^arding file number GPA #8, Map #102-29; 

zee #38. Map #102-29; 

PD Plan #27, Map # 102-29 

I am writing in protest against the proposed high speed rail line of its geographical 

placement as it is going to destroy a Bakersfield Historic building.namely the Korean 

Presbyterian Church. 

It is in my prayers that you will seek to divert this high speed line in a direction that will 
not distroy this special building. ^ 

Sincerely, 
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Kcm County Planning and Community Development Department 
1700 “M" Street Suite 100 
Bakersfield, CA 93301 

To Whom It May Concern: 

This is regarding file number: GPA #8, Map #102-29; 

zee #38, Map #102-29; 

PD Plan #27, Map # 102-29 

I am writing in protest against the proposed high ^5ced rail line of its geographical 

placement as h is going to destroy a Bakersfield Historic building.namely the Korean 

Presbyterian Church. 

It is in my prayers that you will seek to divert this high speed line in a direction that 
not distroy this special building. 


Sincerely, 



Kern County Planning and Community Development Department 
1700 “M” Street Suite 100 
Bakersfield. CA 93301 

To Whom It May Concern: 

This is regarding file number: GPA #8, Map #102-29; 

zee #38, Map #102-29; 

PD Plan #27, Map #102-29 

1 am writing in protest against the proposed high speed rail line of hs geographical 

placement as it is going to destroy a Bakersfield Historic building.namely the Korean 

Presbyterian Church. 

It is in my prayers that you will seek to divert this high speed line in a direction that wilj 
not distroy this special building. 

Sincerely, 
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Kem County Planning and Community Development Department 

1700 “M" Street Suite 100 

Bakersfield, CA 93301 

Kem County Planning and Community Development Department 

1700 **M” Street Suite 100 

Bakersfield, CA 93301 

To Whom It May Concern: 

To Whom It May Concera: 

This is regarding file number GPA #8, Map #102-29; 

zee #38, Map #102-29: 

PD Plan #27, Map #102-29 

This is regarding file number: GPA #8, Map # 102-29; 

zee #38, Map #102-29; 

PD Plan#27,Map# 102-29 

1 am writing in protest against the proposed high speed rail line of its geographical 

placement as it is going to destroy a Bakersfield Historic building.namely the Korean 

Presbyterian Church. 

I am writing in protest against the proposed high speed rail line of its geographical 

placement as it is going to destroy a Bakersfield Historic building.namely the Korean 

Presbyterian Church. 

It is in my prayers that you will seek to divert this high speed line in a direction-thai wilj, 
not distroy this special building. ^ 

It is in my prayers that you will seek to divert this high speed line in a direction that wili 
not distroy this special building. 

Sincerely, \ i 
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This is my comment on the Fresno to Bakersfield High-Speed Train Section Draft Environmental 
Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement (EIR/EIS) 

Date: October 10th, 2011 
My Name 1$: Jeff Taylor 
My address Is: 1624 Country Breeze Place 
Bakersfield, CA 93312 

I am a resident of and conduct business in the Bakersfield community. I wish to inform you of the many 
objections that I have about the California High Speed Rail Draft Environmental Impact 
Slalement/Report for the Fresno-Bakersfield portion of the project. It Is n>y explicit understanding that 
I will have an opportunity to comment on the ENTIRE EIR In the spring when the Authority releases It 
I am alarmed by the harm that the High Speed Rail project, as it Is currently planned, will cause my 
Bakersfield city and surrounding community. 

The High Speed Rail Authority did not Inform property owners that their properties were at risk as 
they planned the project: 

The HSR Authority has not informed property owners that their properties are at risk of demolition or 
value degradation by the project. The official notification letter from the California HSR Authority that I 
received In mid August of 2011 was vague, deceptive, misleading and legally deficient In that it failed to 
Indicate that my home would be subject to demollshment by the project. The issuarvce of such a 
misleading notification letter is contrary to the public good, the spirit of our democratic system, and it is 
an abuse of trust by persons in positions of authority. If I had relied solely on the August letter, I would 
not have been compelled to review and comment on the EIR/EIS documents and I would have suffered 
economic and legal standing damages. The high speed rail has committed errors and omissions in their 
dishonest notifications to property owners. 

I have never been properly informed by the Authority that my family residence 1$ directly In the middle 
of their planned rail alignment. Thousands of other property owners throughout the state have not been 
properly notified that their properties are at risk. I have never been properly informed by the Authority 
that nty two business locations are directly in the middle of their planned rail alignment. Thousands of 
business owners throughout the state have not been properly notified that their businesses are at risk. 
This unethical and illegal practice has unjustly put the property owners of California at a huge 
disadvantage. It has prevented them from being a part of the HSR planning process and it has tricked 
them Into not realizing the importance of their reviewing the EIR document and commenting on it 
within the 60 day review and comment period. I was informed about my property being at risk by a 
citizen group located In the bay area on September 8th of this year. This notification wos neoHy halfway 
into the fW/ElS review and comment period. 

Local govemntents properly notify citizens of proposed zoise change and conditional use permits to 
sufficiently Inform the citizens where the zone change or CU.P. properties are located in relation to the 
citizen's property. Proper notification provides the citizens an opportunity to be involved in the planning 
process. Proper notification was not given to the negatively affected citizens of the state concerning rail 
alignment locations. That error and omission has put the citizens of the entire state at a huge and unfair 
disadvantage because they were illegally shut out of the planning process of the project but more 
importantly, they have been denied their opportunity to review ond comment on the EIR which puts the 
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citizens at a huge legal and economic disadvantage. The Authority's common practice of not properly 
informing impacted citizens of the state is Inexcusable, unethical and betrays the citizens of the state of 
California. 

The EIR/EIS documents are too voluminous and complicated for the public to be able to review, 
understand and comment on in the insufficiently brief 60 day review and comment period: 

NEPA and CEQA standards mandate that EIR and/or EIS documents must be written in plain language so 
that the public can understand the meaning of the documents. The EIR Is not drafted In language that 
common citizens con understand. The technical jargon and technical engineering drawings make the 
document too complex for the general public to be able to understand. 

NEPA and CEQA standards also mandate that an EIR/EIS draft document should be no more than 105 
pages in length but they allow an extremely complex proposal such as the HSR project to be op to 300 
pages in length. The EIR/EIS document has over 3,300 pages of complex and confusing data. The EIR/EIS 
documents ore too voluminous, technically difficult and confusing for citizens to review and effectively 
respond to in the insufficiently brief 60 day review ond comment period. 

The Authority is planning to construct the rail al^nment and station directly through the heart of our 
long established Bakersfield community. The destruction caused by the project to our Bakersfield 
community will be unacceptably severe. The multitude of extremely negative impacts that the project 
will cause our community cannot possibly be mitigated: 

The Authority's current plan to construct the HSR project directly through the heart of our long 
established city will unnecessarily destroy an unacceptable number of Bakersfield City and surrounding 
area's infrastructure, homes, churches, businesses and schools. Our dty corporation yard Is affected. 
Our police garage is affected. Our oldest Bakersfield landmark • Bakersfield High School is affected. Our 
Rabobank ConvenUon Center is affected. Our Mercy Hospital Is affected. Our city staff parking lot is 
affected. 

As planned the project will destroy as many as 240 homes in our relatively smaH community. It will 
displace as many as 730 residents. The project will destroy as many as 280 businesses affecting as many 
as 1,350 jobs and it will destroy as many as 8 churches in our community. These are an unacceptable 
number of negative impacts that will be unnecessarily caused to our Bakersfield community by the 
Authority's poor planning. The project vrill destroy our local culture and our community's quality of life. 
Our livelihoods, businesses, homes and Infrastructure are being threatened by the Authority's plan to 
unnecessary cause such negative Impacts to our community. 

The Authority does not have to destroy so much of our community to build their project. The authority 
could easily relocate the rail alignment and station location somewhere outside the established 
Bakersfield community. Relocation of the station and rails outside our established neighborhoods 
would eliminate all of the negative Impacts that the Authority’s current alignment plans will cause our 
community. The Authority must do what is necessary to relocate the rail alignments to a less destructive 
location outside of our established Bakersfield community. 
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Prior to beglrinlng corwtruction of the HSR project, the government must assess the potential 
environment impacts under NEPA (Federal) and/or CEQA (State & Local) regulations: 

Pursuant to NEPA regulation (40 Cf R 1500-1508), project effects are evaluated based on the criteria of 
context and intensity. Substantial effects would result in long-term physical division of an established 
community, relocation of substantial numbers of residential or commercial businesses, and effects on 
important community facilities. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, the project would have a significant 
impact if it would: 

Physically divide an estabiished community. 

Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the construction of replacement housing 
elsewhere. 

Relocate substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of replacement housing 
elsewhere. 

Result In substantial adverse phywcal impacts associated with the provision of new or physically altered 
community and governmental facilities or with the need for new or physically altered community and 
governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts. 

According to the EIR: 'In the Northwest District, the BNSF Alternative would depart from the BNSF right- 
of-way just south of Rosedale Highway and rejoin the rail right-of-way after crossing the Kern River. The 
alignment would cut through an existing suburban development In Bakersfield's Northwest District. The 
rail alignment will displace 239 homes, 282 businesses, and 7 churches including a Christian scho^ and a 
Hindu Mission. This alignment would alter community social interactions and community cohesion, and 
would change the physical character of our entire Bakersfield community. These impacts would be 
substantial under NEPA and significant under CEQA." See EIR at 3.12-50. 

"The Bakersfield South Alternative Alignment, like the BNSF Alternative, would pass through 
Bakersfield's Northwest, Central, and Northeast districts, affecting similar but somewhat different 
community facilities. Impacts in the Northwest District of Bakersfield would be similar to those 
identified for the BNSF Alternative, displacing many homes and several churches. Uke the BNSF 
Alternative, the Bakersfield South Altemoti\/e would divide the existing community displacing 228 homes, 
209 businesses and 8 churches including a Christian school and a Hindu Mission. This alignment would 
alter community social interactions and community cohesion, and would change the character of our 
entire Bakersfield community. These impacts would be substantial under NEPA and significant under 
CEQA." See EIR at 3.12-52, 

The Public Notice explains these effects will be felt In the following areas: 'transportation, air quality, 
noise and vibration, electromagnetic fields, biological resources and wetlands, hazardous materials and 
wastes, safety and security, communities, agricultural lands, parks, recreation, and open space, 
aesthetics and visual resources, and cultural and paleontological resources.' Clearly, under either 
alignment, the impact of the project will be particularly devastating to our local community. Jhg go fl f 
possible m/ftootton to the mu ltitude of unacceotablv devostatlnQ fieflfltfyc ftngffttt tftfft tflC H ia b 


Speed Rail orolect will cause our Baker s field community is to nlOfOtf thf nil gtfftfgff fPiPtfon Ja 
an area outside our metropolit an community. 

The Authority’s plan to destroy so many of our churches and religious schools deny citizen’s our 
Constitutional right to practice our religious beliefs: 

The Authority plans to demolish as many as 8 churches, a Christian school and a Hindu mission in our 
moderately sized community. The religious freedoms that are guaranteed every American citizen by the 
Constitution of the United States will be violated by such unnecessary government heavy handedness. 
These are churches and schools that have been serving their community In long established 
neighborhoods. When they are destroyed, they will not be able to relocate In the neighborhoods that 
they serve. The Authority Is denying the Bakersfield citizens their constitutionally protected religious 
freedoms by destroyirtg so many of our neighborhood sanctuaries. 

The Authority has unlawfully exempted Itself from California Environmental Quality Act or CEQA 
guidelines as the Authority drafted the EIR/EIS documents: 

The California High Speed Rail Authority was estabiished in 1996 as a state entity. However, the 
Authority has inexplicably exempted itself from our California Environmental Quality Act or CEQA 
standards and guidelines. CEQA standards and guidelines are much higher and more detailed than the 
National Environmental Protection Act or NEPA guidelines and standards that the Authority has lilegally 
adopted in its preparation of the project's EiR/EIS documents. The HSR project Is not an interstate 
project; the project is located entirely in the state of California. Therefore, the High Speed Rail project 
must follow the CEQA environmental standards and guidelines that all other projects located in the state 
of California are required to meet. 

The EIR/EIS docun>ents are poorly written and confusing: 

The Authority is considering two different rail alignments through the heart of Bakersfield. They were 
the "Blue" line and the "Red" line prior to the EIR/EIS document. The EIR now Identifies the Blue line as 
the "BSNF Alternate" and the Red line as the "Bakersfield South Alternate' however in the documents 
that contain the rail profile maps, the routes are designated B1 and B2 and the mops that show 
impacted parcels ore not even identified. 

The Authority irresponsibly provided insufficient hard copies of the EIR/EIS documents to the 
Bakersfield community for review purposes: 

Only one hard copy of the 3,300 page EIR wos provided for our community o/ 500.000 citizens to review 
which Is malicious, irresponsible and insufficient. There Is one hardcopy EIR/EIS document available at 
the Beale Library in Bakersfield for citizens to review. Volume I is six inches thick (the biggest 3-rlng 
binder I have ever seen). Volume II isn't much smaller. The third volun>e comprises six one Inch plus 
thick books of maps. The voluminous and complicated documents are too difficult to review and 
imdersfo/id on a computer screen. Furthermore, many residents In our community do not have easy 
access to a computer. 
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The description of the High Speed Rail pro}ect is Incomplete: 

The EIR falls to describe the whole project. Without a description of all aspects of the project that could 
impact the environment, the EIR cannot be complete. The EIR falls to describe the electrical facilities 
necessary to operate the project Including transmission lines to and from sources for the entire project 
including the stations. For this reason or reasons, it Is not possible for the EIR to accurately and 
adequately describe the project's ImpacU and mitigation measures. 

The EIR maps show two alternative routes in the Bakersfield community that abruptly end at Baker 
Street. The Authority plans to analyze the remainder of East Bakersfield In a future EIR. The Oty of 
Bakersfield, private property owners, citizens and business owners located beyond the current EIR study 
are pul at a huge legal and economical disadvantage due to the Authority's Incomplete, non specific and 
pathetically poor planning. 

The Authority has not determined the rail alignment route from the southern San Joaquin Valley to the 
Los Angeles area. The Authority has not determined If they are going to construct their project over the 
Tehachapi Mountains to desert communities or over the Grapevine mountains to Los Angeles 
communities. The Authority has not completed environmental studies that are necessary to determine if 
it Is even possible to construct the high speed rail project over the Tehachapi or the Grapevine 
Mountains. 

The fact of the matter is that the HSR Authority has not even begun to complete the planning that is 
necessary to begin construction of the HSR project. 

The High Speed Rail Authority is conducting their business in an irresponsible, deceivirtg and dishonest 
manner 

On the same shelf that the EIR/EIS documents were stored at the Beale library to be reviewed by the 
public, there was a slack of California HSR Authority Comment cards located next to the documents. On 
October 7th, 2011 all of the available HSR comment cards had the original comment period of August 15 
to September 28, 2011. None of the cards had the yellow stamp on them Informir^ citizens of the 
extended comment period date for the Fresrw to Bakersfield HSR Train Draft EIR/EIS deadline of 
October 13. The librarian confirmed that these were the only comment cards that the HSR Authority had 
ever made available to the public. Anyone wanting to use these cords to make a comment woutd be 
maliciously deceived into believing that the review and comment period deadline hod passed and 
therefore would be discouraged into not submitting a comment. 

The HSR Authority has not provided the EIR/EIS documents In Spanish language: 

This inexcusable omission has put the Spanish speaking public at a huge disadvantage. The omission has 
deprived Spanish only speaking citizens of their right to protect their economic and future legal standing 
by depriving them of an opportunity to comment on the EIR within the review and comment period. 
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The EIR does not adequately offer effective mitigation measures to address the negative financial 
impacts to the property values of an unnecessarily large number of properties In the Bakersfield 
comnrHJnity: 

The EIR does not adequately offer effective mitigation measures to address the negative financial 
impacts to property owners or city properties that will be forced to relocate City infrastructure, horr»es 
and businesses. The EIR does not adequately address the method by which the property owners that are 
forced to surrender their properties through the eminent domain process will be compensated. 

The EIR does not adequately offer effective mitigation measures to address the extremely negative 
financial impacts caused by the project to community properties that will remain within sight and sound 
distance of the project. 

The EIR does not adequately offer effective mitigation measures to address the extremely negative 
impacts to the property values of various properties that are designated within the alternate rail 
alignments for possible demolition, but have not yet been selected. The EIR as written unnecessarily 
puts many private property and community property asset values at risk. 

The EIR does not adequately offer effective mitigation measures to address the negative impacts that 
the project will cause Bakersfield community’s historically significant and culturally Important 
community assets: 

The EIR does not correctly identify SR-204 or Union Avenue as an historic resource. Callrans has 
determined that Historic US 99 or SR 204 from Airport Drive to Brundage Lane meets the National 
Register of Historic places (NRHP) criteria. The California State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) 
concurred with Caltran’s determination and has agreed to add SR 204 to the Master List of State-owned 
Historical Resources. However, the EIR does not recognize $R 204 at Union Avenue os having sufficient 
historical significance to be considered in the report. 

The EIR does not adequately offer effective mitigation measures to address the destruction of 
Bakersfield High School's historically significant and culturally important buildings that ore located north 
of 14th Street or offer reasonable and necessary mitigation measures to address replacement of the 
historically signifkont and culturally important buildings on a campus with very limited space. 

The EIR/EIS document does not offer effective mitigation measures to a multitude of problems that 
the project will cause our Bakersfield and surrounding community. Many of the mitigation measures 
offered In the EIR are vague and Insufficient. Furthermore, there are no possible effective mitigation 
measures for multitudes of excessively negative Impacts that the project as planned will cause our 
Bakersfield and surrounding community: 

The EIR does not adequately offer effective mitigation measures to address the extremely negative 
visual character changing impacts that the project will cause a large percentage of Bakersfield and 
surrounding area citizens by the Authority's current plan to construct elevated rail structures as high as 
80 feet directly through the heart of our established community. It is a fact that the extremely negative 
visual and aesthetic Impacts that an elevated high speed train operation will cause the community 
cannot be adequately mitigated. The visual change that an elevated roil system will cause to our 
Bakersfield community will be dramatic and not negligible os concluded in the EIR. 
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The EIR does not adequately offer effective mitigation measures to address the extremely negative 
visual impacts that the project will cause a large percentage of Bakersfield and surrounding area citizens 
from the huge amount of graffiti that the elevated rail structures and sound walls will undoubtedly 
invite. Necessary mitigation measures to address who wiil be responsible for removal of graffiti Is not 
addressed in the EIR. 

The EIR does not adequately offer effective mit^ation measures to address the extremely negative 
rraise impacts that the project will cause our Bakersfield community during and after construction. The 
noise that a high speed train will create as it travels 65 to 80 feet high will travel an unacceptably long 
distance from the rail location. The mitigation measures submitted to address noise in the EIR are 
Insufficient, vague and In many cases deemed as being optional. 

The EIR does not adequately offer effective mitigation measures to address the extremely negative 
vibration impacts that the project will cause to our community by the project's close proximity to 
remaining structures. 

The EIR does not adequately offer effective mitigation measures to address the extremely negative 
hurricane force winds that a 220 mile per hour train wdll create. The dust that will be lifted by the vortex 
of the train will be substantial. However, no mitigation is offered. Effective mitigation measures to 
address Valley Fever and other pathogens that will be bom into the air by the 220 MPH train have not 
been addressed. The rail alignment as planned will dissect many farm operations. Various pesticide, 
herbicide, fungicide and other harmful residues vkrili be bom into the air by the high winds created by the 
high speed train, but no effective mitigation has been offered. 

The EIR does not adequately offer effective mitfeation measures to address the increased traffic caused 
by the project on existing downtown Bakersfield city streets due to the HSR Authority's current plan to 
construct the rails and the station In the heart of our Bakersfield city. Increased emergency vehicle 
response times will also be caused by the added congestion but have not been adequately addressed In 
the EIR. 

The EIR lists street names that do not exist and addresses that are not located anywhere near the 
proposed rail alignment, thereby drawing the entire document's accuracy Into question. 

The EIR does not adequately offer effective mitigation measures to address the elimination of a vital 
connector road on Palm Avenue. The Authority plans to dissect the Palm Avenue thoroughfare into two 
dead end cul-de-sacs. This will negatively impact existing traffic circulation in a large part of the 
surrounding community and cause negative impacts to response times for emergency services. 

The EIR does not adequately offer effective mitigation measures to address the closing of Hayden Court 
and the negative impacts to all of the businesses along that street. 

The EIR does not adequately offer effective mitigation measures to address the extremely negative 
impacts to our community’s traffic circulation that will be caused during construction of the project. 

The EIR does not adequately offer effective mitigation measures to address the destruction of available 
community parking for existing business and city buildings caused by the project or offer reasonable and 
necessary mitigation measures to relocate adequate parking availability. 
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The EIR does rvot adequately offer effective mitigation measures to address the extremely negative 
impacts to our community's Bakersfield Commons project that is currently In the planning stages located 
on N.W. corner of Brimhall and Coffee roads. 

The EIR does not adequately offer effective mitigation measures to address how the H.S.R. project as 
planned will destroy the City’s corporation yard facilities or offer reasonable and necessary mitigation 
measures to address relocation of the Corporation yard facilities. 

The EIR does not adequately offer effective mitigation measures to address the destruction of 
Bakersfield's Police department garage facilities or offer reasonable and necessary mitigation measures 
to address relocation of the Police garage facilities. 

The EIR does not adequately offer effective mitigation measures to address the destruction of one half 
of the existing parking lot for dty staff or offer reasonable and necessary mitigation measures to address 
replacement of the necessary parking. 

The EIR does not adequately offer effective mitigation measures to address the n^ative impacts on 
Bakersfield's culturally important and economically significant Rabobank convention center by the 
Authority's plan to destroy a large portion of the convention center’s parking lot that is located South of 
the existing railroad tracks or offer reasonable and necessary mitigation measures to address 
repiacement of the vitally necessary parking. 

The EIR does not adequately offer effective mitigation nteasures to address the negative Impact on 
Bakersfield's culturally important and economically significant Rabobank convention center by the 
Authority's plan to destroy the loading area of the facility. 

The EIR does not adequately offer effective mitigation measures to address the negative impact on 
Bakersfield's culturally Important and economically significant Rabobank convention center by the 
Authority's plan to destroy the pedestrian bridge from the parking lot to the convention center. 

The EIR does not adequately offer effective mitigation measures to address the destruction of 
Bakersfield's Mercy Hospital's property or offer reasonable and necessary mitigation measures to 
address replacement of the Hospital property. 

The EIR does not adequately offer effective mitigation measures to address the destruction of or the 
replacement of the Bakersfield City Credit Union. 

THE EIR/EIS documents fall to adequately describe and characterize land use impacts: 

The EIR falls to describe the project's impacts on lar>d use. In fact the EIR erroneously states that project 
impacts will be less than significant when taking into consideration the total percent of land impacted. 
To the contrary, land use Impacts will be ^gnl/icant. 

The EIR bases impacts on an unrealistically small project footprint. 7he/oofpr/nt will be considerably 
larger due to the height of the elevated roils, loud noise, vortex wind and vibration. 

The ElR underestimates lar>d use impacts because it omits critical Information about existing land uses 
and land use policies. 
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The EIR does not adequately offer effective mitigation measures to address the projects disruption of 
existing neighborhoods and operations during and after construction of the project. 

The EIR does not adequately describe the identification of negatively affected Bakersfield parks or bike 
paths within the project's massive footprint or offer effective mitigation measures to address the 
negative impacts that the project will cause to the public's use of the parks and bike path. 

The EIR fails to adequately address or offer effective mitigation for the unr>ecessary destruction of over 
2,200 acres of Irreplaceable farm land. 


The EIR document acknowledges that the City of Bakersfield has adopted redevelopment plans for the 
vicinity of Bakersfield's proposed HSR station but the EIR does not adequately address the direct 
negative impacts to the 160 unit South Mill Creek affordable housing project; nor does the EIR/EIS 
accurately address the economic impact on the redevelopment project as a whole. 


TMP MULTiniPg Of EXTREMELY NEGATIVE IM P ACTS THAT THE HIGH SPEEP RAIL PBWKT Wil l CAU S £ 
OUR BAKERSPIELD COMMUNITY WOULD BE COMP LETELY EUMIN ATEP . BY SMPIY R E LQCATlNg TH E 
Sl ^ON QUR 

MiTirsATiOM MFA^URES ARE POSSIBLE. 


The EIR does not adequately address or offer effective mitigation for the annual loss of hundreds of 
millions of dollars of farming revenue, dairy revenue, and other business revenue throughout the state 
that will be caused by the project. 

The EIR fails to adequately address where the source of the massive amounts of electricity that will be 
necessary to power the HSR operations will come from. 

The EIR does not adequately offer effective mitigation measures to address the overtaxing of the 
existing electric grid that the HSR operations will cause. 

The HSR project will cause numerous major Impacts to Bakersfield TRIP projects: 

The HSR project will cause significant impacts to Bakersfield's Westside Parkway and Centennial Corridor 
project. There are significant conflicts with Bakersfield's TRIP projects currently under construction, as 
well as the future Centennial Corridor. If HSR adopts their EIR or plan alignments with such conflicts, it 
will create environmental document conflicts that would significantly impact the $40OMillion extension 
of highway 58 - Centennial Corridor project. 

Caltrans is currently preparing a Project Study Report a Project Report and Environmental documents 
for the $275Million Centennial Corridor Loop project. The proposed HSR train alignments are in direct 
conflict with possible future direct connectors from Southbound SR-9$ to Westbound SR-SS and from 
eostbound SR S8 to Northbound SR-99. The future direct connectors would be located east of the 
Mohawk Street interchange, passing across the BNSF rail yard, and tying Into SR-99 near the Rosedale 
Highway Interchange. 

The HSR project will cause numerous major impacts to an important Bakersfield Redevelopment 
Project: 

The EIR does not adequately offer effective ml; jjailon measures to address the project's excessive 
negative Impacts to Bakersfield's new $17 million South Mill Creek apartment project which is currently 
under construction. The South Mill Creek apartment project is an approximate 20-acre mixed use 
development which includes over 160 affordable housing units and approximately 100,000 square feet 
of commercial use. According fo the EIR document, all affordable housing in South Mill Creek will be 
permanently impacted by the project. 


The monetary cost of the High Speed Rail project Is much more than the cItUens voted for in the 2008 
proposition-lA initiative. 

In 2008, Propositlon-IA advertised that the HSR project would cost $33Blllion and now it 1$ estimated to 
conservatively require $67 to $87Bllllon to comr’ete. Many highly respected economists believe It will 
cost much more than that. (See the September l^ h, 2011 Economic report titled, The Financial Risks 
of California's Proposed High-Speed Rail Project" by A. Enthoven, W. Grindley and W. Warren.) 

In 2008, Proposition-lA authorized the state to sell bonds in the amount of $9.9SBilllon to construct 
approximately 800-miles of high-speed rail track. Propositlon-IA did not authorize the state to borrow 
an additional S33Billion, $67Billion or the lOO's of Billions of dollars that the eventual cost of the HSR 
project may end up costing. The state does no*, have the required funds available to complete the 
Fresno to Bakersfield portion of the project and it has nowhere near enough funds to complete the 
entire project. This project canfwt be completed as designed In today s ecorwmy and still have the 
required funds necessary to run the state. 

In 2008, Proposition-IA advertised that the federal government would probably bear approximately 1/3 
of the $33Billion estimated total cost of the project or around SllBillion. The federal government has 
only conditionally agreed to provide around Ssri ion dollars. However, the current estimated cost of 
the project has increased from the original $33L' .lion price tag to $67Billion. The federal government 
has never agreed to fund a third of this project an ! it is highly unlikely that it vrill. 

If the state borrows $9.95Billion and the federal emment grants the state almost SSBillion, there will 
only be approximately SlSBHHon of constructioi «nds available for the project which is still $52Billion 
short of the estimated SBTBillion that will be rcqui.od to build this project. 

In 2008, Proposition-lA advertised that they ex; cted private Investors to fund approximately 1/3 of 
the $33Billion or around SllBillion. As of this d there are no private investors investing money to 
fund the project. 

The interest on the $9.95-Billion in state general ..bligation bonds will be paid out of the state general 
fund. The amount of funds available for vital scr > cs such as law enforcement and fire protection will 
be reduced, it is projected that the interest on f bonds will be SlOBillion over the next twenty years. 
After spending the PropositiorvlA bond fu. . and the federal funds we will have invested 
approximately SlSBillion In the project. After paying back the principle and Interest on the bonds we will 
have Invested approximately $19.95Blllk)n in the f r jject and we will still be missing more than 
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$S2Billk)n to complete the project. For a cost of afproximately $20Bitllon, only rails will be constructed 
from somewhere south of Fresno to somewhere north of Bakersfield. Taxpayers will then be required to 
pay additional funds for electrification, trains, suitlons and maintenance facHilles for the Fresno to 
Bakersfield section. 


The HSR Authority now estimates that the sectit n of rail from Fresno to Bakersfield will cost around 
$13Billk)n to build. It Is believed to be the eos/esr oction of the project to build and the least expensive 
section of eight planned sections. If the CHSRA rrect, the entire project will certainly cost much more 

than $104BiHion. Do the moth... ($13Billlon x 8 (MBillion) which does not Include the SlOBilllon State 

General Fund bond Interest payments. These f\,i ^ are in 2011 dollars; not the cost of construction 10 
years from now. The cost for completing the pre set will be more, much more than we were initially 
promised. 


Reasonable people must be concerned that this ptoject is not and will not be adequately funded. At this 
point, I understand that the Authority has only t Jtained funding for constructing tracks for 80 miles. 
There are no funds allocated for trains, station' 


naintenance facilities or electrification. Given the 
;he Federal government will be in a position to give 
.jting the support of private investors, the Authority 
ents. I am concerned that this project will end up 

^ ^ __ _ __ _ .cns’ bridge to nowhere In Alaska. The train will 

severely impact the dtitens of Bakersfield witliout any long term benefit and it will add to the debt of 
the State of California. 


present fiscal climate, I don't feel that the State 
away more money to the HSR project. Despite 
has not yet identified any particular firm con. 
being a train to nowhere, much like Senatoi i 


The prospect of the High Speed Rail project ever ■ ying for itself is realistically non-existent. The H.S.R. 
project win certainly be a huge economic drain t = Jeral and state taxpayers. 

The Federal Government Is fiscally bankrupt currently has a 14 trillion dollar deficit. The huge 

balance of funds necessary to complete the pi will not come from the Feds. The state of California 

is also out of money and in fact has a huge bu;:^ . efidt as well. Every county government in the state 
has a budget deficit. The selling of bonds for HSR c ti .struction will cost us untold $Billions in interest. 


Kem County Planning and Community Development Department 
1700 “M” Street Suite 100 
Bakersfield, CA 93301 

To Whom It May Concern: 

This IS regarding file number: GPA hi. Map #102-29; 

zee #38, Map #102-29; 

PD Plan #27. Map # 102-29 


I am wnting in protest against the proposed high speed rail line of its geographical 

piacement as it is going to destroy a Bakersfield Historic building.namely the Korean 

Presbyterian Church. 

It is in my prayers that you will seek to divert this high speed line in a direction that will 
not distroy this special building. 


Sincerely, 




The Authority has an insufficient amount of fun 
project. The amounts of funds that will be nc- 
underestimated and the source of future fund 
cost of the project which is now estimated to be 
complete. The huge cost of the project will e 
infrastructure projects well into the future. 

End of comment 


.5 available to effectively begin construction of the 
' >sary to complete the project have been grossly 
undetermined. Furthermore, the unjustifiably high 
jr $116Billion will most likely cost over $200Billion to 
„:c future fut>ding of more beneficial and important 


Thank you 
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3. Environment Impact 

Prior to taking action, the government must assess the potential environment impacts under 
NEPA (Federal) and/or CEQA (State & Local). Pursuant to NEPA regulations (40 CFR 1500- 
1508). project effects arc evaluated based on the criteria of context and intensity. Substantial 
cfTects would result in long-term physical division of an established community, relocation of 
substantial numbers of residential or commercial businesses, and effects on important 
community facilities. 


Re: Objection to the High Speed Railway 


Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, the project would have a significant impact if it would: 


Dear Sir/Madam: 

With regard to the proposed implementation of a High Speed Railway system, I hereby submit 
this letter in opposition to this proposed project 

1. Introduction 

1 am a practicing physician in Bakersfield. California, since 1982. 1 have been very involved in 
the community; 

1. Past Chief of Staff of Mercy and Memorial Hospitals. 

2. Past President of Bakersfield Breakfast Rotary Club. 

3. Past President of India Association of San Joaquin Valley. 

4. Current President of Chinmaya Mission Bakersfield 

2. Batkgrowid pn Church 

At Chinmaya Mission, our goal is to provide to individuals, from any background, the wisdom of 
Vedanta and the practical means for spiritual growth and happiness, enabling them to become 
positive contributors to society. 

Chinmaya Mission Bakersfield has been active in the community since 1995. We have weekly 
classes for our children which teaches them about the Hindu culture and heritage. Wc also have 
weekly Yoga, Meditation, and Adult Study classes which are open to all members of the 
community. A large number of Non-Hindus attend and participate in these activities. Chinmaya 
Mission Bakersfield consists of 300 families as our members. Our building, located at 1723 
Countr>' Breeze Place, Bakersfield, California 93312, b in the path of the High Speed 
Railway and will be demolished if the projeet is to proceed as proposed by the California 
High-Speed Rail Authority . As a result, we respectfully oppose this initiative. 


• Physically divide an established community. 

• Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the construction of 
replacement housing elsewhere. 

• Relocate substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of replacement 
housing elsewhere. 

• Result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or 
physically altered community and governmental facilities or with the need for new or 
physically altered community and governmental facilities, the construction of which 
could cause significant environmental impacts. 

According to the EIR: “In the Northwest District, the BNSF Alternative would depart from the 
BNSF right-of-way just south of Rosedale Highway and rejoin the rail right-of-way after 
crossing the Kcm River. The alignment would cut through an existing suburban development in 
Bakersfield's Northwest District, dbplacing 122 homes and 10 non-residential properties, 
including a gas station/minimart, an art studio, 2 health centers, and 2 churches 
(Chinmaya Mission and Korean Presbyterian Church). This alignment would alter 
community social interactions and community cohesion, and would change the phy-sical 
character of the community. These impacts would be substantial under NEPA and significant 
under CEQA.” Sec EIR at 3.12-50. 

Further: “The Bakersfield South Alternative Alignment, like the BNSF Alternative, would pass 
through Bakersfield’s Northwest, Central, and Northeast districts, affecting similar but somewhat 
different community facilities. Impacts in the Northwest District of Bakersfield would be similar 
to those identified for the BNSF Alternative, displacing many homes and several churches. Like 
the BNSF Alternative, the Bakersfield South Alternative would divide the existing 
community and result In a considerable number of residential property acquisitions in this 
neighborhood, as well as the dbplacement of churches (the Korean Presbyterian Church 
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would be fulij displaced and parts of Chinmaya Mission property would be displaced).” 
See EIR at 3.12-52. 

The Public Notice explains these effects will be felt in the following areas: "transportation, air 
quality, noise and vibration, electromagnetic fields, biological resources and wetlands, 
hazardous materials and wastes, safety and security, communities, agricultural lands, porks, 
recreation, and open space, aesthetics and visual resources, and cultural and paleontological 
resources.” Clearly, under either alignmenu the impact of the project will be particularly 
devastating to our Mission and our local community. So far, there has been no mention of 
compensation or noise abatement procedures available to those damaged by the project. 

4. Additional Concerns 

First we are concerned that this project will not be adequately fiinded. At this point, we 
understand that the Authority has only obtained funding for constructing tracks for 80 miles - 
not for the actual trains or electrification. In addition, given the present fiscal climate, we don’t 
feel that the State or the Federal government will be in a position to give more money. Despite 
indicating the support of certain "private investors,” the Authority has not yet identified any 
particularized firm commitments. We are corKcmcd that this project will end up as a "tram to 
nowhere,” much like Senator Stevens’ "bridge to nowhere” in Alaska. The train will severely 
impact the citizens of Bakersfield without any long term benefit. It will add to the debt of the 
State of California. 

Second, we believe the location of this project is misplaced. Currently, the proposed project will 
run through “old” Bakersfield, which will result in extreme traffic and parking congestion. Thus, 
we are concerned that local citizens will lose their easy access to downtown Bakersfield. Other 
cities, such as Denver. Colorado, have wisely chosen to relocate new transportation centers away 
from the downtown area, to avoid negative impacts, such as unwanted noise, vibrations, 
pollution, and traffic congestion. Notably, the proposed railway in Fresno, California does not 
pass through the center of the City and will affect FAR FEWER citizens. 

Third, we find that the EIR report provided is incomplete and insujfficient. For example, 
although the document provides data on environmental impact, the actual noise and vibration 
studies were not included. Without reviewing the studies themselves, it is impossible to decipher 
the relative impact of the project. Important considerations include: when the study was 
performed, how many trips per day were considered, the duration and location of specific testing 
sites, the effect of the Hageman/Allcn underpass project, etc., thereby making it impossible to 
decii^er the relative impact of the Authority’s project. In addition, the report does not address 
environment impacts on the East side, nor docs it explain why the site on 7* Standard Road and 
State Route 99 was not considered. Furthermore, the EIR report is flawed because, at least in one 
section, it lists street names that do not exist and addresses that arc not located an>'^vhere near the 
proposed rail line, thereby drawing its accuracy into question. 
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Fourth, we believe the Authority will not undertake the necessary procedures to mitigate 
adverse impacts on the community. In fact, we understand that mitigation efforts, such as 
construction of sound walls, are typically discretionary and, in some cases, can be reduced or 
even avoided altogether by the Authority. Thus, considering the budgetary constraints addressed 
above, we believe the community will not receive the necessary protections from the anticipated 
adverse environmental impact. 

Fifth, we recommend that the HSR Authority rc-evaluate the proposed site on 7* Standard Rd 
and Freeway 99. 

Finally, we have not received adequate notice of the proposed project and respectfidly request 
additional time of at least six (6) months to respond. In fact, the EIR includes approximately 
30,000 pages of technical jargon, with which we arc not familiar. aiKl allows only a 60-day 
comment period. To review it, we would have to read 500 pages a day. The report is in 
highly technical language, being difficult for a layman to understand. It needs to be simplified. 
Further, we had no idea that our church would be demolished until receiving a phone call 
approximately two (2) weeks ago from a friend! The official notification letter from the 
California HSR Authority dated August 10. 2011, was vague, deceptive, and legally deficient in 
that it utterly failed to indicate that our building would be subject to demolishment and 
potentially complete economic loss; reliance on this August 10* letter could have resulted in a 
substantial loss of our legal rights and damages. The issuance of such a misleading notification 
letter is contrary to the public good, the spirit of our democratic system, and an abuse of niist by 
those in positions of authority. Accordingly, we have already submitted a formal request for an 
extension to the Office of Governor Brown. Therefore, we feel an extension is necessary in this 
instance, and we kindly request your cooperation. 

Thank you for your time and consideration. 


Yours very truly, 

CHINMAYA MISSION BAKERSFIELD 
By: 


Anil Mehta. M.D., 
President 
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L005-1 

The Authority believes that the map book provided as Appendix 3.1-A of the EIR/EIS 
and maps provided at the public workshops have provided the public with the type of 
information that they could use to identify whether an alternative would directly impact 
their property. 

L005-2 

The methodology and detailed emission air quality estimates are available in the Air 
Quality Technical Report (Authority and FRA 2012e), as part of the Revised 
DEIR/Supplemental DEIS. The Air Quality Technical Report is available on the 
California High-Speed Train Authority's website. 

L005-3 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-24. 

The boarding volumes cited are the largest reasonable forecast to allow for conservative 
evaluation of potential impacts in the environmental review. The scenario assumes the 
full 800-mile high-speed rail system is built, including service to San Diego and 
Sacramento as well as to the Los Angeles Basin and the Bay Area. It also assumes the 
lower HST fare scenario referred to as “50% of air fare,” and that the full system would 
be in place in 2035. The details of these assumptions and the background of the 
forecasts can be found at the Authority's website. As a perspective on the magnitude of 
the forecast, HST boardings at Bakersfield represent about 6% of all trips from Kern 
County to other parts of the state forecast to be made in 2030 (Source: PB calculation 
from 2009-2010 Deliverables CS Run 01Y... for Full System 2030). 

The Revised 2012 Business Plan (Authority 2012a) presents a medium-case forecast 
with phased construction and opening of service that shows about 650 passengers 
boarding per day at Bakersfield in 2022 (the first year of the Initial Qperation Segment), 
growing to 3,600 boardings per day in 2035 for the Blended Phase 1 service. For detail 
on these forecasts, see the Revised 2012 Business Plan and supporting documents at 
the Authority's website. 

Further discussion of the different forecasts for the project can be found in Standard 
Response FB-Response-GENERAL-24. 


L005-4 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-TR-01. 

All roads that cross the alignment were evaluated for average daily traffic, and roads 
that serve high volumes of traffic or are otherwise important routes were considered for 
overcrossings. Roads proposed to be closed are those estimated to have volumes fewer 
than 500 vehicles per day, with crossings available on alternative detour routes that 
would add 1 mile or less in out-of-direction travel to a trip. These crossings, requiring 
considerable investment in structures at each location, are intended to offset or minimize 
the disruption of traffic overall. Impacts from each individual road closure would be an 
inconvenience but would not restrict continued access, and impacts were therefore 
determined to be less than significant based on the continued availability of access. 

All road crossings, whether proposed to remain open or closed, are listed in Chapter 2, 
Appendix A, Road Crossings. 


L005-5 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-TR-01. 

L005-6 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-TR-01. 

L005-7 

The validated 2006 and projected 2035 vehicle miles traveled (VMT) numbers for Kern 
County are taken from the Final Conformity Analysis for the 2011 Federal Transportation 
Improvement Program and 2011 Regional Transportation Plan, published by the Kern 
Council of Governments (Kern CQG) on July 15, 2010 (Kern CQG 2010). The validated 
2006 base year estimate is found on page 27 of the analysis; the projected 2035 
estimate is found in Table 2-2. No VMT annual growth rate is included in Table 1-3 of 
the EIR/EIS because none is available from the cited Kern CQG report. 
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L005-8 

The California Department of Finance and Woods and Poole Economics, Inc. provided 
the Kern County Year 2010 and 2035 Population and Employment estimates, as cited in 
Table 2-4 of Chapter 2 of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS. 

L005-9 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-TR-01. 

L005-10 

The Bakersfield Station analysis was based on a study area of intersections and 
roadway segments located within a sphere of influence that was determined in 
consultation with City of Bakersfield staff. Within the study area as a whole, the a.m. and 
p.m. commute times would be the peak travel times within the intersections and 
roadway segments of the station study area. 

L005-11 

In the Final EIR/EIS, Table 3.2-10 shows that Int# 41 operates at level of service (LOS) 
C, Int# 46 operates at LOS C, and Int# 47 operates at LOS F in the a.m., and Int# 41 
operates at LOS F, Int# 46 operates at LOS E, and Int# 47 operates at LOS E in the 
p.m. 

L005-12 

The Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS has been amended to refer to the Golden 
Empire Transit District as an independent entity. 

L005-13 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-TR-02. 

All roads that cross the alignment were evaluated for average daily traffic, and roads 
that serve high volumes of traffic or are otherwise important routes were considered for 
overcrossings, whether they were in a "rural" area or not. Roads with volumes under 
500 vehicles per day were considered for closure because the vehicles could use other 
crossings on alternative detour routes that would add 1 mile or less in out-of-direction 


L005-13 

travel or less to a trip. This change would be an inconvenience but would not restrict 
continued access. 

L005-14 

Any roadway repairs or improvements will be constructed in accordance to Caltrans or 
Kern County requirements and policy (if applicable). 

L005-15 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-02. 

L005-16 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-02. 

L005-17 

The Authority and FRA revised the naming convention and area for the Kern County 
General Plan (Kern County Planning Department 2009) and the Metropolitan Bakersfield 
General Plan (City of Bakersfield and Kern County 2007) in the Revised 
DEIR/Supplemental DEIS as a result of continuing project design, comments received 
on the Draft EIR/EIS, and additional consultation with public agencies. The correct 
terminology is used in Section 3.13, Station Planning, Land Use and Development, of 
the Final EIR/EIS. 

L005-18 

The Authority and FRA have refined the definition and understanding of the San Joaquin 
Valley Blueprint in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS as a result of continuing 
project design, comments received on the Draft EIR/EIS, and additional consultation 
with public agencies. The correct terminology is used in Section 3.13, Station Planning, 
Land Use, and Development, of the Final EIR/EIS. 

L005-19 

In accordance with the CEQA law, oral and written comments received at the public 
hearing held on certification of the Final EIR/EIS will be taken into consideration in 
making a decision on the project. 
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L005-20 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-02, FB-Response-GENERAL-25. 

L005-21 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-16. 

L005-22 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-17. 

This comment assumes a rule that a lead agency must define its project based on 
available funding. CEQA includes no such rule, and courts cannot impose procedural or 
substantive requirements beyond those explicitly stated in the statute or Guidelines 
(Pub. Res. Code §21083.1). Such a rule would force lead agencies to redefine their 
projects every time funding changes, a result in direct conflict with the "rule of reason" 
that governs EIRs {Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. v. UC Regents (1988) 47 Cal .3d 
376, 406-407). 

The conceptual FIST cost estimates prepared for each of the study alternatives were 
developed by utilizing recent bid data from large transportation projects in the western 
United States and by developing specific, bottom-up unit pricing to reflect common high¬ 
speed rail elements and construction methods with an adjustment for Central Valley 
labor and material costs. All material quantities are estimated based on a 15% level of 
design for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section. This level of design has generally defined 
at-grade or elevated profiles, structure types, placement of retaining walls, and earth fill. 
HST stations are still conceptual, but roadway and utility relocations have been 
identified, and power substations have been sized and located. 

The costs include the total effort and materials to construct the Fresno to Bakersfield 
Section, including modifications to roadways required to accommodate FIST grade- 
separated guideways. It should be noted that the capital cost estimate reflects only FIST- 
related infrastructure improvements and does not include costs associated with the No 
Project Alternative. 

Right-of-way costs were estimated based on the 15% design and are provided in the 


L005-22 

Fresno to Bakersfield Section Preliminary Right-of-Way Requirements Report (Authority 
2012b). However, as the design of the project evolves, the right-of-way limits will be 
reassessed to reflect refined property acquisition needs. As a result, property acquisition 
costs are estimated in broad categories (i.e., urban, suburban, and rural, and by density 
level) rather than relying on a parcel-by-parcel assessment at this phase of project 
development. Right-of-way costs include the estimated cost to acquire properties 
needed for the future HST right-of-way, but do not include costs associated with 
temporary easements for construction that are assumed to be part of allocated 
contingencies added to right-of-way acquisition costs. 

The California voters elected to pass Proposition 1A to fund the California HST System. 

L005-23 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-27. 

Since issuing the Draft EIR/EIS, the Authority has held 16 public meetings throughout 
the southern San Joaquin Valley to assist the public in identifying specific locations of 
project facilities relative to property boundaries. The Draft EIR/EIS and Revised 
DEIR/Supplemental DEIS also contains a map book showing permanent and temporary 
project impacts relative to parcel boundaries. That information is also available on the 
Authority website and has been provided on a CD to anyone who has requested it. This 
information has provided the public ample opportunity to identify properties that could be 
affected by project alternatives. 
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Octolwr 13,2011 FILE: High Speed Hail 

California High Speed Rail Auihority 
Fresno to Bakersfield Draft EIR/EIS Comment 
770 L Streei, Suite SCO 
Saerainemo, California 95814 

RE: Comments en Draft Frojecl Environmental Impact Report /Statement Tor the 

Fmno to Bakersfield Section High Speed Train (SCH# 2009091126) 

Dear Mr, Abercrombie. 

The Kern County Planning and Community Devclopmeni Deparimeni appreciate!^ the 
opportunity to provide comments on the Draft EJR/EIS for the Fresno lo Bakersneld Section of 
the I ligh Speed Train. Tlie system includes major components in Kem County includin|i the 
Bakersfield Station, potential locations for a Heavy Maintenance Facilities and the i^iKvay 
alignments. The purpose of CEQA and NEPA is to provide an opportunity for the general 
public as well as other agencies v\ith specific expertise to review the described project and 
analysis and provide comments and suggestions for mitigation and the avoidance or reduction of 
impacts. The courts have directed and the CEQA guidelines have reflected six separate policy 
grounds that justify llie requirement that lead agencies must seek and respond to public 
comments: sharing expertise, disclosing agency analysis, checking for accuracy, detecting 
omissions, discovering public concerns and soliciting counter proposals (CEQA Guidelines 
15200). The Authority, as lead agency, has chosen to present two sections of the project in mo 
separaie btil related documents with formats that are not consistent. These two sections of ihc 
system involve impacts and interests to over 2.2 million Central Valley residents and deserve a 
robust and careful public review process to ensure compliance with the purpose of CEQA and 
NEPA, not merely the leg^l requirements. In addition these documents are presented as project 
level rather than program level documents which require a greater level of assessment and 
review. 

Public Notice and Review 

The DEIR/EIS is presented as a projeel level document fonhe entire 114 miks of alignments and 
related infrastructure. Unlike other development projects, this project has not been initiated by a 
specific property owTier and, therefore, affected property owners have no information or 
expectation that they would be included in the project description and that their properly might 
be tised for a track alignment or bo adjacent to the aJIgnmem. Under CEQA. all members of the 
public hold a "privileged position " in the CEQA process and certainly property owners who 
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may lose businesses or be relocated have an even higher fundamental right lo know if and how 
ihe project will impact them, what arc the impacts; on die suirounding environment and how can 
they participate in the formulation of feasible alternatives and appropriate mitigation. " [AJJ 
paramount consideration is the right of the public to be informed in such a way that it can 
intelligently weigh the environmental consequences of any contemplated action and have an 
appropriate voice in the fomiuktion of any decision" (Environment Planning and Information 
Council V. County of El Dordo (3d Dist, 1982) 131 Cal App.3d). 

The tbundaiion of the CEQA/NEPA process is an accurate project description that provides For 
meaningful public participation. This Draft EIR/ EIS is deficient and flawed in not providing 
the alTccted property owners notification or efTective tools for determining if they are impacted 
by the proposed project, A detailed scareh of the following chapters (Summary, Chapter 1.0, 
2.0 or 3.1-Introduction) shows no reference to any location or diagram where a property owTier 
could look to determine if their house, business or church would be required to be removed for 
an nlignment. No direct link or other reference is provided in the public notices posted on the 
HSR website or provided to local government agencies lo assist a citi^n in determining how 
their property is affected other than direction to the Draft EIR/EIS volumes. Further the 
infrastructure components shown on Page 2-8 (Al-Gradc Profile, retained - Fill Profile, retained 
cut profile. Elevated profile) arc not linked to sireciftc properties so that Ihe public can 
understand hoiv the project would look at a sped lie location. 

The only location of Information directly relevant to an attempt lo notify the public is in the 
Table of Contents (page viii). Volume II - Technical Appendices Appendix 3.1-1 - Parcels 
within LIST Footprint. This volume comprised of 229 individual 11X17 colored sheets 
includes an alignment "footprint" using two colors: orange for Permanent impact and puiple for 
Temporary impact and Assessor Parcel numbers superimposed on an aerial. A small square 
labeled “sheet overview" is included on each page. A disclaimer is located on each page which 
reads “PRELIMINARY DRAFT/SUBJECT TO CHANGE-HST ALIGNMENT IS NOT' 
DETERMINED, The numbers and names of streets arc done at a size and color tliat is difficult 
to read These pages do not contain any other infomiation or an index to that information that a 
citizen or sta IT looking for their property would need: county or city location. Section. Toivnship 
□nd Range, or description of type of infrastructure component anticipated. Further, for purposes 
of CEQA, there is no information on this or any other map showing what type of business, 
structures or industries are under or adjacent to the alignment. In conjunction with the 
disclaimer, it is uncleur how this qualifies as a project level document with a stable, finite project 
description as requited by CEQA, Without specific information generated by the DEIR/EIS, the 
public is left to provide their own analysis back to the authority, based on their local knowledge, 
on what they think the impacts will be. It is the responsibility of the lead agency to provide lhat 
analysis and propose mitigation or alternatives to address specific impacts. That detailed analysis 
has not been provided in this document. 

To provide the level of public notification retjuired by CEQA for this project* Kem County 
requests for the next circulation of ihc Revised EIR/EIS that an online database be created that 
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allows a c!tt3Kn to input on Asse&sor Parcel Number^ address^ interaction or Section. Township 
and Rango and then links to a map showing the alignment and infrastmciure components for tliat 
area. This website address should be included in the next public notification for circulation and 
an explanation for its use provided. 

Air Quality and Global Climate Change 

Without this site speeiflc clTori as wdl as an exi^ansion of the analysis, this DEIR/EIS cannot be 
considered a project level document under CEQA, An example of the Jack of specific detail is 
located in Chapter 3.3. Air Quality and Global Climate Change. The chapter begins with a 
rctorence to a technical document that is not included in the DCIR/EIS and is not located online: 
Fresno to Bakersticld Section; Air Quality fechnical Report although it is cited in the summaty 
of sources for the document. Yet Chapter 33 contains no specific quantification of amounts for 
construction emissions (Table 3.3-21) and no analysis at alt for operational emissions. Instead 
the chapter includes simplified "*ycs or no'" statements related to the consimciion emissions 
cxcccdancc of the adopted thrcsliolds. Such a presentation assumes that the public has no need 
to verify the methodology and calculations used forthe air modeling and that the magnitude of 
the exceedance is irrelevant to informed decision-making. This chapter needs to include actual 
amounts iii tons per year of the construction emissions and operational emissions, including t^ 
indirect air quality impacts of the emplc^ees driving to the trains as operators and the ridership. 
Further given the disclaimer on the alignment footprint Volume II —Technical Appendices 
Appendix 3.1-1. the assumptions for the methodolog.v (ex. calculation of the trip lengths and mix 
for construction workers to each location) should be specifically discussed in the DEIR/BIS. 
Finally, the omission of llte technical source document on air quality from the circulation of iho 
DEIR/EIS deprives the public of fundamental information necessary for a complete evaluation of 
the flccuracy of the information presented and meaningful comments. This and all source 
documents of a technical matter should be circulated along with a clear location for any 
proBrammalic documents that arc being referenced in the DEIR/EIS. 

Transportation 

The Kern County Roads Department has reviewed the DEIR/EIS and provided the foliowing 
technical comments. 

1, S, 5.3 Station Area Development. Page S ■ S: TVie project h cslinmicdto bmg B. -iUO and 9. 2£W 
daiiy jKisseugErs w FnKWO ami Bakersfield reqx^cfiv^ly..^ Please provide the background 
information for the ridership as the volumes appear to be relatively high. 

2. Table S-2, Page S-23: Contains similar statements for the various categories that do not 

coincide with the results. For e.xample. the following statement is in regard to the total 
number of permanent road closures, which stoics Impacti - There m‘e m> 
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si^mficant dijferenimtmg comirnctioj} intpam herween alfeyrtath^sfoi tianK^airmhn mid 
traffic. " lliat is incoiTcct as the responses to the question vary significantly. How can the 
variation in the nximber of road closures between scenarios vary from 15 to 20 roads 
without that being a signiilcant difference? Please clarify. 

3. Table S-3. Page S-27: Contains similar siatemcnts for the various categories that arc 
incorrect. For example^ the following slates "TViere are no construction impacts jor 
tramportaihn ami ira^c^ " This incorrect as there is no possible \vay lo construct this 
project vvithoiii impacting the surmujiding roadway network with construction Lrafflc. road 
closures and the various construction activities. In addition, the mitigation measures 
provided do not contain the necessary specifics to determine the level of significance. Please 
explain. 

4. Table S-4. Page S-40: See item #3 above with respect to the mitigation measures. 

5. Table 1-3. Page I - 1 2t The Annual Growth Rate (%) for Kem County was not provided, but a 
Year 2035 Projection was generated. Please explain how was the projection calculated? 

6. Table 2-4, Page 2-34: Kern County Year 20 i 0 and Year 2035 Population and Employment 
estimates and projections appear to be higher thati those modeled by KernCOG. Please 
verify, 

7. 2.S.2 Pre-Conslrueiian Activities, Page 2-97. A Traffic Control Plan, \vhich may include 
Cl ip escorts, and any necessary^ encroachment permits shoidd be submitted lo tlic appropriate 
agency of jurisdiction for approval prior to any Construction Activities. Project construction 
timing may coincide with other neighboring projects, whieh will require coordination of 
comtruction traffic to avoid possible conflicts during the project construction phases. 

3. "fable 3.2-5, Page 3,2*S: Provides AM and PM Peak Hour in and mil volumes that do not 
reflect the characteristics of a 24/7 operation. The i^olumcs split are more in line with those 
of a single shiR per day rather than an operation with three shifts per day. Provide a 50/50 
split as that would more accurately reflect the impacts upon the surrounding roadways. If the 
peak hour periods vary from those that are typically analyzed, please clarity. In addition, the 
paragraph following the table contains statements contrary to the informaiion provided 
within the table. Primarily the dilTercnce between toials shown in the table versus those 
provide (n (he paragraph. 

9. Table 3.2-9, Page 3.2-^33: Inierseciion 41 (Union Ave/Golden State Ave/21 Si) is shown to 
be worse than both Intersections 46 (SR I78/SR99 Ramps/Buck Owens Blvd) & 47 (Oak 
Si/SR 17S), please verify. 

10, Section E, Page 3.2-33: incorrectly states that the City of Bakersfield operates the Golden 
Empire Transit District* please revise to show the Golden Empire Transit District as a 
separate entity. 
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October 13. 2011 

Pages 


IL Table 3,2-23, Pages 3.2-69 - 3.2-74 and Table 12-31. Pages 3.2-39 -3.2-931 These tables 
seem 10 indicate that ihe only intersections analyzed were in the CUy of Bakcnsrield. What 
County/unincorparaled roads and imersections were analysed, and whal is ihc miiigaiion 
necessary to maintain the current Icvd of service? 

12. Section 3.2.6 Mitigation measures Item 6, Page 3,2-32; Proiccilon of Public Roadways 
during Construction, dTiis section should include the nequiremeni to enter into a secured 
agreement with the Rem County Roads Department to ensure that any County roads that are 
demonstrably damaged by project-related activities are promptly repaired and, if necessary, 
paved, slurry-sealed, or reconstructed as per requirements of the Caltrans and/or Kcm 
County. 

! 3, Section D - Roadway and Grade Sqwiration Plans. Pan 2 of 2. Page 162 on the PDF. sheet 2 
of 5: Please explain hovv the lengthening of Rosedalc Highway/State Route 58 will be 
accomplished to nccomEnodate the High Speed Train, without a major disruption in vehicle 
tianic. Tliis is speeillc to Comment rf3. as this is a heavily travelled route. 

14. Section D - Roadway and Grade Separation Plans. Pan 2 of 2, WS1 Wasco-Shaherand WS2 
Wasco-Shaflcr; These sections do not show the Renfro Road and West Beltway grade 
separations of the HS T alignment as previously discussed, revise accordingly. 


Land IJiiC 

The document incorrectly identifies and cites the various Kern County land use documents. 

There arc two GcnL'ral plans in the 8200 square mites in Kern County, The Kem County and 
City of Bakersfield Metropolitan Bakersfield General Plan is a jointly managed general plan for 
409 square miles in the valley that includes unincorporated Kent County and the City of 
Bakersfield. Tlie second is the Kera County General Plan which includes the unincorporated 
areas outside the Metropolitan Bakcrstield Area. 1’he policies for each are distinct and in some 
cases dilTerent and the DEIR/JilS needs to be revised to address these differences. 

Various references to the results of the San Joaquin Valley Blucprim process are also inaccurate. 
On page S-12, it states 'The eight Sun Joaquin Valley counties that participated in the Son 
Joaquin Valley Blueprint planning process developed a forecast of farmland conversion to 
nonagricultural uses by 2050 based on current development patterns.'* An amount is then given 
of 326.000 acres of farmland. This statement is incorrect. While Kcm County did participate in 
the Blueprint process, the modeling that was completed by the various Council of Go vernments 
was not formally ratified or adopted as accurate gro^^th projections for farmland conversion. 
Instead they were simply ’’what if' scenarios not based on the general plan policies or ewn 
market conditions for agricultural commodities and use of farmland, A number of such 
statements regarding the San Joaquin Valley Blucpdnl results arc mcluded in various parts of the 
document and are used to a^prcseni purported grosvih forecasts and policy for Kent County. We 


October 13* 2011 
Page 6 


object to this use of a hypothetical regional planning process to substitute for a reasoned analysis 
of impacts that is location specific for a project level document. l*he eight counties of the San 
Joaquin Valley while having common land use issues have difTerenl growlh policies and 
projections on growth for land use impacts need to be discussed separately. 

Future 

StalT will be providing additional comments on the document during the recirculation of the 
Revised EIR/EIS. The public notice notes that "‘,,.only cojiiments submiUed during the olTkial 
comment periods.,, will be treated as formal comments and subsequently responded to, in 
\\Titing. as part of the Final EIR/EIS." While this statement is accurate under the CEQA 
guidelines it leaves the public with the impression that written and oral comments cannot be 
submitted outside those cornmem periods. That is contrary to CEQA case law and 
inappropriately limits public involvement. If a public hearing is held on the certification of the 
DEIR/EIS by the HSR authority then public comment, both vmtten and oral, must be taken and 
considered in the final decision. A clarification of this manor should be included in all future 
notifications. 

Citizen Comments 

Attached arc comments from citizens on the proposed High Speed Train that have been 
submitted to the Kern County Board of Supervisors and the Planning and Community 
Development Department. These arc submitted for the record and require individual responses 
under CEQA. 

l hank you for the opportunity to provide comment on this important investment in California's 
future. 

Sinccfely*^;^? 

LORELEI H. oviatt. AICR Director 

Kern County Planning & Community Development Department 

LllOjb 

I:\adEn\lorelei\HSR comment Oct 13* 20U 
Attachments 

cc: Kern County Board of Supervisors 
County Administrative Ofiice 
County Counsel 
Grand Juiy 
City^ of Bakersfield 
Kem Council of Government 
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IVls. Lorelei Oviatt, 

I em a resident and business owner within the Sakersfteld commynity and I wish to inform you of the 
many concerns that I have about the harm that the High Speed Rail project as it is currently planned will 
cause our community. 

1 oppose the Authority's ptan to unnecessaritv destroy an unacceptable number of BakerEfletd City and 
surrounding area's Infrastructure, homes, churches, businesses and school by the Authority's plan to 
construct the Rail project directly through the middle of our long established city. Our city corporation 
yard is affected. Our police garage is affected. Our oldest Bakersfield landmark - Bakersfield High School 
Is affected. Our Robobank civic center is affected. Our Mercy Hospital is affected. Otrr city staff parking 
lot Is affected. 

The Authority does not have to destroy so much Of our community to build their project. The authority 
could easily locate the rail alignment and station tocalion somewhere outside the established 
Bakersfield community. Relocation of the station and rails outside our established neighborhoods would 
eliminate most If not alt of the negative Impacts that the Authorrty's current alignment plans will cause 
our community. It Is worthy of note that the Authority's plan for the rail alignment In the fresno area 
does not pass directly through their downtown community and due to that reasonable alignment; the 
project negatiuely affKts far fewer citizens. 

As planned the project will destroy over 230 homes in our relatively small comm unity. It will displace at 
least 200 residents, it will destroy between ilO and 280 businesses affectirtg between 800 and 1350 
jobs and it will destroy between 7 and 8 churches in our community. These are an unacceptable nurriber 
of negarwe impacts that will be unnecessarily caused to our Bakersfield community by the Authority's 
poor p]anr>1ng. 

I oppose the H.S.R, Authority's common practice of not suffpcfently Informing property owners that their 
properties are at risk of demolition or value degradation by the project, l have never been informed by 
the Authority that my famify residence is directly In the middle of their planned alignment. I have never 
been informed by the Authority that my two business locations are directly In the middle of their 
planned alignment, I was informed of this by a citTien group located In the bay area on September Sth of 
this year. This notification was nearly halfway Into the EElVEiS review and comment period. 

Local governments properly notify citizens of proposed zone change and conditional use permits to 
sufficiently inform the citizens where the zone change or CM.P. properties are tocated in relation to the 
citizen's property. Proper notification provides the cittiens an opportunity to be Involved in the planning 
process. Proper notifiEation was not given to the negatively affected citizens of the state concerning rail 
alignment locations. That omission has put the citizens of the entire stale at a huge and unfair 
disadvantage because they were unable to be involved In the planning process of the project. 

1 oppose the Authorities plan to demolish as many as S churches, a religious school and a Hindu mission 
in our moderately ^zed community. I behave that our religious freedoms that are guaranteed by the 
Constitution of the United States Will he violated by such unnecessary government heavy handedness. 
These are churches and schools that have been serving their community in long established 
neighborhoods. When they are destroyed, they will not be able to relocate in the neighborhoods that 
they serve. 

I currently oppose the project as planned due to the insufficient amount of funds that are available to 
effectJveiy begin construction of the project and I currently oppose the project because the amount of 


funds that will be necessary to complete the project have been grossly underestimated and the source 
of future funding is undetermined. (oppose the project beca use the unjustifiably high cost of the project 
will eliminate funding of important Infrastructure projects well into the future. 

The project has received a very small amount of Federal funds in relation to the amount of funding that 
will be necessary to complete the project. The project is located end rely within the state of California 
and it will be funded almost entirely by state of California tax payers. [ believe that the Federal 
government has way too much power over this project This is not an interstate project so i believe that 
it should NOT be managed by the Federal Railroad administration. The State of California should be In 
charge of this project because our California state leaders would better look after the best Interests of 
their citizens. 

The individuals working for the Federal agencies that are planning artd managing the High Speed Rail 
project are accountable to no one In the state of California and they are unnecessarily harming the 
interests of Californians and a large number of the Bakersfield area citizens that you serve. The Federally 
managed H.S,R. project has Inexplicably exempted itself from our California Environmental Quality Act 
or CEQA standards and the Authority has ignored our California environmental standards as It drafted 
the project's EJR/ElS documents. These are environmental standards that all other projects located In 
the state of California are required to meet. The Authority's exemption of the project from our California 
stale envirohmental standards is inexcusable. The Authority must be held accountable for this 
inexcusable omission. 

Our state cannot afford this project. The AuthcM^ity has planned this project in an extremely unethical 
and non transparent mannerr I WIN never support a project that derbies rny fellow citizens their 
constitutionally protected religious freedoms by destroying so many of their neighborhood sarvctuaries. 1 
will never support a project that destroys our local culture and our community's quality of life. Our 
livelihoods, businesses, homes and infrastructure are being threatened by the Authority’s plan and! will 
not support those kinds of unnecessary negative inn pacts to our community. 

The 3,300 page EIR/EIS documents are too voluminous, technically difficult and confusing for citizens to 
review and effectively respond to in the Insufficlentty brief 60 day review arid comment period, l believe 
tlfwt the review and comment period should be extended to a more reasonable 6 month perbd. 

Please do what is necessary to relocate the rail align merits to a less destructive tocation outside our 
established community. Please hold the Authortly accountable for Itieir uncooperative heavy 
handedness. Please protect our citizens from the unacceptably negative consequences of the High 
Speed Rail AuthorTly's poorly planned project and please protect our dtizens from the negative 
consequences that the Authority's poorly drafted EIR will cause our community. 

Please consider proposing a vote of no confidence of the management, planning and EIR document 
preparation of the High Speed Rail Authority project at the next meeting. Many Other local 
governments throughout the state have done so. Your vote of no confidence will make an important 
statement of support of your community citizen’s best served interests. 

Respectfully Submitted, 

Jeff Taylor 

1624 Country Breeze Place 
Bakersfield, CA 93312 (6&1) 332-1773 
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Presbytery of San Joaquin 

430 S. Locust SI." Visalia, CA 93277 
PHONE: (559)733-0108 FAX: (559)741-9341 

WEB: www.slpresbytery.org EMAIL: o111cB@sjprQsbyiftry.org 

Kern County Planning and Community Development Department 
2700 Street. Suite 100 
Bakersfield. CA S3301 

September 21,2011 

Ref e rence: GP A ff Map #102-29; ZCC #ia. Map #102-29 

PD Plan #27. Map #102-29 

Tq Whom It May Concern, 

I write on behalf of the Bakersfield Korean Presbyterian Church located at 1601 Art Street in 
Bakersfield, and on behalf of the Presbytery of San Joaquin. The Presbytery Es the supervising body for 
the Bakersfield Korean Presbyterian Church and is ultlmatiely responsible for all real property confrolled » 
by our member congregations. 

It has come to our attention that the rati line for the California High Speed Rail Project will cut 
directly through the location of the building of the Korean Oiurdi. Losing this fadlity will harm this 
congregation In many ways. The process of locating new property and building or renovating a new 
worship facility Is a tremendous hardship for a congregation. They have only recently finished their 
work in their current fadlity. While we know that the church will be paid for the property we are not at 
all sure that the payment will be enough to relocate. 

In addition to the difficulty of retocatlng their facility such a forced move would be extremely 
disruptive to their church community. Most of the members of the church live close by the current 
location. For the church meeting place to he moved to another place In Bakersfield would result In the 
loss of members who would not want to drive a distance to worship and meetings. 

I am aware that there are other routes being considered by the High Speed Rail Comitiission. | 
urge you to look upon the existing businesses and churches, such as Bakersfield Korean Presbyterian 
Church, and see the extreme difficulty that would be forced upon them by this route for the High Speed 
Rail line. Please choose another route. 

Blessings, 

Rev. Alexander Brown, General Presbyter and Stated Clerk 
Presbytery of San Joaquin 
executive@sj presbytery,org 



'"its 


Kem County Planning and Community Development Department 
1700Street Suite 100 
Bakersfield, CA 93301 

To Whom It May Conceim: 

This is regarding: file number: CPA #8, Map #102-29; 

zee #38, Map #102-29; 

PD Plan #27, Map #102-29 


1 am writing in protect against the proposed high speed mil line of its geographical 

placement as it is going to destroy a Bakersfield Historic building_.namely the Korean 

Presbyterian Churck 


It is in my pmyers that you will seek to divert this high speed line in a directioiMhat will 
not dislroy this sjKcial building. 


Sincerely. 



\P ^ 

^ rk ^ 


1^6 
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Kem Coumy Plannitig and Conununjiy Efevclopmenl DepajUpneni 
1700 '^M'’ Street Suite 100 
Bakersfield, CA 93301 


Kem County Planning and Community Development Department 
1700 "M’’Street Suite 100 
Bakersfield, CA 93301 


To Whom It May Concern: 

Ibisisiegardingfllenumber: GPA#a,Map#102-29; 

zee #38. Map #102-29; 

PD Plan #27, Map #102-29 


To Whom It May Concern: 

This is regarding file number: GPA # 8. Map # 102-29; 

2CC #38. Map #102-29; 

PD Plan #27. Map #102-29 


I am writing in protest against the proposed high speed rail line of its geographical 

pkeement as it is going to destroy a Bakersfield Historic building.namely the Korean 

Presbyterian Church^ 

It is in my prayers that you will seek lo divert this high speed line in a dirtctidiTthat twlf 
not disiroy this special building. 

Sincerely, 


I am writing in protest against the proposed high speed rail line of its geographical 
piaocmenl as it is going lo destroy a Bakersfield Historic buildlng.+.^.. .namely the Korean 
Presbyterian Church. 

Tt is in my prayers that you will seek to divert this high speed line in a diiectioii that wilf 
not distroy this ^edal building. 

Sincerely. 
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Kcm County Plannine and Communjly DevebpinEiit Department 
1700 '"M” Street Suite 1OQ 
Bakersfield, CA 93301 

To Whom It May Concem i 

This is regajiding file number: CPA #8^ Map #l02'-29; 

zee #38, Map #102-29; 

?D Plan #27, Map# 102-29 

I am writing in protest against the proposed high speed rail line of its geographical 
placement as it is going to destroy a Bakersfield Historic building. Tifltnely the Korean 
Presbyterian Church. 

It is in my prayers that you svill seek to divert this high speed tine in a direction that 
not distroy this special building. 


Sincerely, 



Kem County Planning and Community Development Department 
1700‘'M” Street Suite 100 
Bakersfield, CA 9330! 

To Whom It May Concemt 

This is regarding rile number: GPA #8, Map #102-29; 

zee #38, Map #102*29; 

PD Plan #27, Map #102-29 

1 am writing in protest against the proposed high speed rail line of its geographical 

placement es it is going to destroy a Bskersfield Historic building.namely the Korean 

Presbyterian Church. 

It is in my prayers that you will seek to divert this high speed line in a direction that wil] 
not distroy this special building. * 

Sincerely, 
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Kem County Planning and Commimiiy Development Department 
1 700 “M" Street Suite 1 00 
Bakersfield, CA 93301 

To Whom It May Concern: 

This is regarding file number GPA #8, Map #102-29; 

zee #38, Map #102-29; 

PD Plan #27. Map #102-29 


Kem County Planning and Community Development Department 
1700 “M" Street Suite 100 
Bakersfield, CA 93301 

To Whom It May Concent: 

this is regarding file number: GPA #8^ Map #102-29; 

zee #38. Map #102-29; 

PD Plan #27, Map #102-29 


I am writing in protest against the proposed high speed rail line of its geographical 

placement as it is going to destroy a Bakersfield Historic building_namely the Korean 

Presbyterian Church, 

It is in my prayers that you will seek to divert this high speed line in a direction-tha: wil^, 
not distroy this special building. ^ ' 


Sincerely, 


•-53 




I am writing in protest against the proposed high speed rail line of its geographical 
placement as it is going to destroy a Bakersfjetd Historic building..,.. .namely the Korean 
Presbytexian Church, 

it is in my prayers that you will seek to divert this high speed line in a direction that wil^ 
not distroy this special building. ^ 

Sincerely. 
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This is my comment on the Fresno to Bakersfietd High-Speed Train Section Draft Environmental 
Impact Report/Environmentai Impact Statement {EIR/EISJ 

Date: October lOth, 2011 
Wty Name is. Jeff Tavkir 
My address is: 1024 Country ireeze Place 
Bakersfield, CA 93312 

lams resident of and conduct business in the Bakersfield community, i wish to inform yoy of the many 
objections that I have ahotit the California High Speed flail Draft Environmental impact 
Siatement/Report for the Fresno-Bakersfield portion of the project, it is my explicit understanding that 
I will have an opportunity to comment on the ENTIRE EIR In the sprlr>g when the Authority releases it. 

I am alarmed by the harm that the ffigh Speed Rail project, as it Is currently planned, will cause my 
Sakersfietd city and surrounding community. 

The High Speed Rail Authority did not inform property owners that their properties were at risk as 
they planned the projects 

The HSR Authority has not iniformed property owners that their properties are at risk of demolition or 
value degradation by the project. The official notification letter from the California HSR Authority that I 
received In mid August of 2011 wa$ vague, deceptive, misleading and legally deficient In that it failed to 
indicate that my home would be subject to demollshment by the project. The Issuar^ce of such a 
misleading notification letter Is contrary to the public g^od, the spirit of our democratic system, ariiCi it Is 
an abuse of trust by persons in positions of authority. If I had relied solely on the August letter, I would 
not have been compelled to review and comment on the Eifl/ElS documents and I would have suffered 
economic and legal standing damages. The high speed rail has committed errors and omissions in their 
dishonest notifications to property owners, 

I have never been properly Informed by the Authority that my family residence is directly in the middle 
of their planned rail alignment. Thousands of other property owners throughout the state have not been 
properly notified that their properties are at risk. I have r>ever been properly informed by the Authority 
that my two business locations are directly In the middle of their planned rail alignment. Thousands of 
business owners throughout the state have not been properly notified that their businesses are at risk. 
This unethical and Illegal practice has unjustly put the property owners of California at a huge 
disadvantage. It has prevented them from being a part of the HSR planning process and It has tricked 
them into not realizing the importance of their reviewing the Elfl document and commenting on It 
within the 60 day review and comment period. I was informed about my property being at risk by a 
citizen group tocated in the bay area on September Bth of this year. This r^otificatian was nearly halfway 
into the Etft/BiS review ood comment period. 

Local governments property notify citizens of proposed zone change and conditional use permits to 
sufficiently inform the citizens where the ^one chanp orC.U.P. properties are located tn relation to the 
citizen's property. Proper notification provides the citizens an opportunity to be involved In the planning 
process. Proper notification was not given to the negatively affected citizens of the state concerning rail 
alignment toca lions. That error and amission has put the citizens of the entire state at a huge and unfair 
disodvanta^e because they were iUegaiiy shut out of the planning process of the project buf more 
importantiyj they have been denied their opportunity to review and comment on the SIR which puts the 
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crtjzens ot a huge iegai and ecooomir disodvaotuge. The Authority’s common practice of not properly 
Informing Impacted citizens of the state is ineKCusable. unethical and betrays the citizens of the state of 
California. 

The Elft/EIS documents ure too voluminous and complicated for the public to be able to review, 
understand and comment on in the insufficiently brief 60 day review and comment period; 

NEPA and CEQA standards mandate that EiR and/or EIS documents must be written in plain language so 
that the public can understand the meaning of the documents. Tjhe EIR i$ nof drc^ed in ianguage that 
common citizens cart understood. The technical jargon and technical engineering drawings make the 
document too complex for the general public to be able to understand. 

NEPA and CEQA standards also mandate that an EIR/EiS draft document should be no more than lOS 
pages in length but they allow an extremely complex proposal such as the HSR project to be up to 300 
pages in length. The EIR/ElS document has over 3,300 pages of complex and confusing data. The BR/El$ 
documents are too voluminous, technicaity difficult and confusing for citizens to review and effectively 
respond to in the insufficien tty brief 6Q day review and comment period. 

The Authority Is planning to construct the rail alignment and station directly through the heart of our 
long established eakersfleld community. The destruction caused by the project to our Bakersfield 
community will be unacceptably severe. The multitude of extremely negative Impacts that the project 
will cause our communtty cannot possibly be mitigated: 

The Authority's current plan to construct the HSR project directly through the heart of our long 
established city will unnecessarily destroy an unaccepUble number of Bakersfield City and surrounding 
area's infrastructure, homes, churches, businesses and schools. Our city corporation yard is affected. 
Our police garage Is affected. Our oldest Bakersfield landmark * Bakersfield High School is affected. Our 
Rabobank Convention Center Is affected. Our Mercy Hospital Is affected. Our city staff parking lot is 
affected. 

As planned the project will destroy as many as 240 homes In our relatively small community. It will 
displace as many as 730 residents, The project will destroy as many as 280 businesses affecting as many 
as 1,3S0 jobs and It will destroy as many as 8 churches in our connmunity. These are an unacceptable 
number of negative Impacts that will be unnecessarily caused to our Bakersfield community by the 
Authority's poor planning. The project will destroy our local culture and our community's quality of life. 
Our livelihoods, businesses, homes and Infrastructure are being threatened by the Authority's plan to 
unnecessary cause such negative Impacts to our comntunity. 

The Authority does not have to destroy so much of our community to build their project The authority 
coufd easily relocate the roil alignment and station location somewhere outside the established 
Bakersfieid community. Relocation of the stufjofl and rails outside oar estabUshed neighborhoods 
woufd eliminate alt of the negative impacts that the Authority's current alignment plans will cause our 
community^ The Authority must da whot is necessary to relocate the rail alignments to a less destructive 
location outside of our established Bakersfietd community. 


/^CALIFORNIA of Transportation 

11 * I If 1 n *1 jl I Federal Railroad 

High-Speed Rail Autfionty Administration 
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Prior UeBlnning construction of the HSR project, the government must assess the potential 
environment impacts under NEPA (Federal} and/or CEQA (State & Local] regulations; 

Pursuant to NEPA regulation (40 CFR X500-150B)< project effects are evaluated based on the criteria of 
content and inlensitv- Substantfal effects would result In long-term physical division of an established 
community, relocation of substantial numbers of residential or commercial buslr^esses, and effects on 
important community facilities. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, the project would have a signlfrcant 
impact if It would: 

Physically divide an established community. 

Displace substantial numbers of existing housiiTg, necessitating the construction of replacement housing 
elsewhere. 

Relocate substantial numbers of people, necessltatir^ the construction of replacement housing 
elsewhere. 

Result in substantia] adverse physical imparts associated with the provision of new or physically altered 
community and governmental facilities or with the need for new or physically altered community and 
governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental Imparts. 

According to the EIR: "In the Northwest District the &NSF Alternative would depart from the BNSf right- 
of-way just south of Rosedale Highway and rejoin the rail right-of-way after crossing the Kern River. The 
alignment would cut through an existing suburban development in Bakersfield's Northwest District. The 
rail alignment will displace 239 homes, 232 busmesses, and Tchurches Including a Christion school ond o 
Hindu Mission. This alignment would alter community social Interactions and community cohesion, and 
would change the physical character of ouf entire Bakersfield community. These impacts would be 
substantial under NEPA and significant under CEQA." See ElR at 3.12-50, 

“The Bakersfield South Alternative Alignment, like the BNSF Alternative, would pass through 
Bakersfield's North west. Central, and Northeast districts, affecting similar but somewhat different 
community facilities. Impacts in the Northwest District of Bakersfietd would be simller to those 
identified for the &NSF Alternative, displacing many homes and several churches. Like the BNSF 
Alterr^ative, frte Boksrsjietd South Afternathe would divide the existing crammunfey displacing 223 homes, 
109 bus/nesses and S churches irtduding a Christian schooi and a Hindu Mission. This alignment would 
alter community social interactions and community cohesion, and would change the character of our 
entire Bakersfield community. These Impacts would be substantial under NEPA and significant under 
CEQA " 5ee ElR at 3.1Z-5Z, 

The Public Notice explains these effects will be felt in the following areas: ^transportation, air quality, 
noise and vibration, electro magnetic fields, biological resources and wetlands, hazardous materials and 
wastes, safety and security, communities, agricultural lands^ parks, recreation^ and open space, 
aesthetics and visual resources, and cultural and paleontological resources. Cleariy^ under either 
alignment, the Impact of the project will be particularly devastating to our local community, pte only 
aosslbte mitiaatton to the mulHtude o f unacceatoblv devastatina negative imPQCU that fh© Wflh 
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Rail moiett witi cause our Bakersfield comwuTiitv is to rd o c o t e t he rail grjd fo 

on area outside aue me tropofftan community. 

The Authority's plan to destroy so many of our churches and religious schools deny citizen s our 
Constitutional right to practice our religious beliefs: 

The Authority plans to demolish as many as 8 churches., a Christian school and a Hindu mission in our 
moderately sized community. The religious }reedoms that are guaranteed every American citizen by the 
Constitution of the United States wili be violated by such unnecessary government heavy handedness. 
These are churches and schools that have been serving their community in long established 
neighborhoods. When they are destroyed, they will not be able to relocate In the neighborhoods that 
they serve. The Authority is denying the Bakersfield citizens their constitutionaliy protected religious 
freedoms by destroying so many of our neighhorhood sonttuarles. 

The Authority has unlawfully exempted Itself from California Environmental Quality Act or CEQA 
guidelines as the Authority drafted the eir/eiS documents: 

The California High Speed Rail Authority was established in 139& as a state entity. However, the 
Authority has Inexplicably exempted itself from our California Environmental Quality Act or CEQA 
standards and guidelines. CEQA standards and guidelines are much higher and more detailed than the 
National Environmental Protection Art or NEPA guidelines and standards that the Authority has illegally 
adopted in its preparation of the project's EIR/EIS documents. The HSR project Is not an interstate 
project; the project is located enrifeSy in the stale of California. Therefore, the High Speed Raii project 
must follow the CEQA erivironmentot Standards and guideiines that ail other projects located in the sfote 
of California are required to meet. 

The ElR/ElS documents are poorly written and confusing: 

The Authority Is corisidering two different rail alignments through the heart of Bakersfield. They were 
the "Blue" line and the "Rad" line prior to the E(R/E1S document. The ElR now Identifies the Blue line as 
the ''B5NF Alternate" and the Red line as the "Bakersfield South Alternate" however in the documents 
that contain the rail profile maps, the routes are designated Bi and B2 and fhe maps that show 
impacted parcels are not even identified. 

The Authority Irrespunsibly provided Insufficient hard copies of the EIR/EIS documents to the 
Bakersfield community for review purposes; 

Only one hard copy of the 3,500 page ElR was provided for our community of S00,00Q citizens to review 
which is moildous, irresponsible and insufficient There is one hardcopy EIR/EiS document available at 
the Beale Library in Bakersfield for citizens to review. Volume I is six inches thick {the biggest B-rlnfi 
binder i have ever seen). Volume 11 IsnX much smaller. The third volume comprises six one inch plus 
thick books of maps. The voluminous and complicated documents ore too difficult to review and 
understand on a computer screen, furthermore, many residents m our community do not have easy 
access to a computer. 
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The description of the High Speed m\ project Es incomplete: 

The ElR fails to describe the whole projtecL Without e rfesi^riptfon of a!! aspects of the project that could 
Impact the environment^ the EIR cannot be complete- The EIR fails to describe the electrical facilities 
necessary to operate the project including transmission lines to and from sources for the entire project 
Including the stations. For this reason or reasons, it is not possible for the EIR to accuratelv and 
adequately describe the project's impacts and mitigation measures. 

The EIR maps Show two alternative routes in the Bakersfield community that abruptly end at Baker 
Street. The Authority plans to analyie the remainder of East Bakersfield in a future EIR, "Rie City of 
Bakersfieldj private property owners, citizens and business owners located beyond the currant EIR study 
are put at a huge legal and economical disadvantage due to the Au^iority's incomplete, non specific and 
pathetically poor planning. 

The Authority has not determined the rail alignment route from the southern San ioaquin Valley to the 
Los Angeles area. The Authority has not determined if they are going to construct their project over the 
Tehachapl Mountains to desert communities or over the Grapevine mountains to Los Angeles 
communities. The Authority has not completed environmental studies that ere necessary to determine if 
It is even possible to construct the hrlsh speed rail project over the Tehachapl or the Grapevine 
Mountains. 

The fact of the matter Is that the HSR Authority has not even begun to complete the planning that Is 
necessary to begin construction of the HSR project. 

The High speed Rail Authority is conducting their business ir^ an Irresponsible, deceiving and dishonest 
manner: 

On the same shelf that the EIR/E1S documents were stored at the Beale library to be reviewed by the 
public, there was a stack of California HSR Authority Comment cards located neKt to the documents. On 
October 7th, 2011 all of the available HSR comment cards had the original comment period of August 15 
to September 2S, 2011. None of the cards bad the yellow stamp on them Informing citizens of the 
eKtended comment period date for the Fresno to Bakersfield HSR Train Draft ElR/ElS deadline of 
October 13. The librarian confirmed that these were the only comment cards that the HSR Authority had 
ever made available to the public. Anyone wonting to use these cords fo moke a comment would be 
malidously deceived into believing thor the review and comment period deadline had passed and 
therefore woufd be discouraged into not submitting a comment 

The HSR Authority has not provided the EIR/EIS documents in Spanish language: 

This inexcusable omission has put the Spanish speaking public at a huge disadvantage, The omission has 
deprived Spanish only speaking citfiens of their right to protect their economic and future legal standing 
by depriving them of an opportunity to comment on the EIR within the review and comment period- 


page 6 of 11 

The E(R does not adequately offer effective mitigation measures to address the negative financial 
impacts to the property values of an unnecessarily large number of properties In the Bakersfield 
community: 

The EIR does not adequately offer effective mitigation measures to address the negative financial 
Impacts to property owners or city properties that will be forced to relocate City infrastructure, homes 
and businesses. The EIR does not adequately address the method by which the property owners that are 
forced to surrender thefr properties through the eminent domain process will be compensated. 

TE^ EIR does not adequately offer effective mitigation measures to address the extremely negative 
financial impacts caused by the project to community properties that will remain within sight and sound 
distance of the project. 

Tlie EIR does not adequately offer effective mitigation measures to address the extremely negative 
Impacts to the property values of various properties that are designated within the alternate nail 
alignmenis for possible demolition, but have not yet been selected. The EIR as written unnecessarliy 
puts many private property and community properly asset values at risk. 

The EIR does not adequately offer effective mitigation measures to address the negative impacts that 
the project will cause Bakersfield coinmunity's historically significant and culturally important 
community assets: 

The EER does not correctly identify 5R'204 or Union Avenue OS an historic resource. Caltrans has 
determined that Historic US 99 or SR 204 from Airport Drive to Brundage Lane meets the National 
Register of Historic places (IMRHP) criteria. The California State Historic Preservatbr> Office (SHPO) 
concurred with Caltran's determination and has agreed to add SR 204 to the Master List of State-owned 
Historical Resources. However, ffte EIH does not recognise SR 204 of Union Avenue as having sufficient 
hfStoricai significortes to be considered in fhe report. 

The EfR does not adequately offer effective mitigation measures to address the destruction of 
Bokerspeld High Schoots historicatiy significont and cuituralty important buildings that are iocated north 
of 14th Street or offer reosortabie and necessary rnitigation measures to address repiacement of the 
historicaliy signipcant and cuituroHy important buddings on o campus with very timited space. 

The EIR/EIS document does not offer effective mitigation measures to a multitude of problems that 
the project will cause our Bakersfield and surrounding community. Many of the mitigation measures 
offered in the HR are vague and insufficient. Furthermore, there are no possible effective miligotiof} 
measures for multitudes of excessively negative impacts that the project us plamed will cause our 
Bakersfield and surrounding community: 

The EIR does not adequately offer effective mitigation measures to address the extremeiy negative 
visual Character changing impacts that the project will cause a large percentage of Bakersfield and 
surrounding area citizens by the Authority's current plan to construct elevated rail structures as high as 
go feet directly through the heal of our established community, it is a fact that the extremely negative 
visual and aesthetic impacts that an elevated high speed train operation will cause the community 
cannot be adequately mitigated. The visual change that an elevated rail system wilt cause to our 
Bakersfield cr^mmamty will he dramutk and not negiigible us conciuded in the EiR. 
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The EIH does not adequately offer effective mitigation measures to address the oKtrennefy negative 
visual impacts that the project will cause a large percentage of Bakersfield and surrounding area 
from the huge amount of graffiti that the elevated rail structures and sound walls will undoubtedly 
invite. Necessary mitigation measures to address who will be responsible for removal of graffiti is not 
addressed in the EIR. 

The EiFt does not adequately offer effective miligatEon measures to address the extremely negative 
noise impacts that the project wilt cause our Bakersfield community during and after construction. The 
noise that a high speed train will create as it travels 6S to SO feet high will travel an unacceptably long 
distance from the rail locatlort. The mitigation measures submitted to address noise in the EIR are 
insufficient, vague and in many cases deemed as being optional. 

The EIR does not adequately offer effective mitigation measures to address the extremely negative 
vibration Impacts that the project will cause to our community by the piroject''s close proximity to 
remaining structures. 

The EIR does not adequately offer effective mitigation measures to address the extremely negative 
hurricane force winds that a 220 mile per hour train wilt create. The dust that will be lifted by the vortex 
of the train will be substantial. However, no mitigation is offered. Effective mitigation measures to 
address Valley Fever and other pathogens that will be born into the air by the 220 mpH train have not 
been addressed. The rail alignment as planned will dissect many farm operations. Various pesticide, 
herbicide, fungicide And other harmful residues will be born into the air by the high winds created by the 
high speed train, but no effective mitigation has been offered- 

The EIB does not adequately offer effective mitigation measures to address the Increased traffic caused 
by the project on existing downtown Bakersfield city streets due to the HSR Authority's current plan to 
construct the rails and the station in the heart of our Bakersfield city. Increased emergency vehicEe 
response times will also be caused by the added cortgesliori but have not beert adequately addressed in 
the EIR. 

The EIR lists street names that do not exist and addresses that are not located anywhere near the 
proposed rail alignment, thereby drawing the entire document's accuracy into questior>. 

The EIR does not adequately offer effective mitigation measures to address the elimination of a vital 
connector road or^ Palm Avenue. The Authority plans to dissect the Palm Avenue thoroughfare irito two 
dead end cul-de-sacs. This will negatively impact existing traffic circulation in a large part of the 
surrounding community and cause negative impacts to response times for emergency services. 

The EIR does not adequately offer effective mitigation measures to address the closing of Hayden Court 
and the negative Impacts to all of the businesses along that street. 

The EIR does not adequately offer effective mitigation measures to address the extremely negative 
impacts to our community's traffic circulation that will be caused during construction of the project. 

The EIR does not adequately offer effective mitigation measures to address the destruction of available 
community partring for existing business and dty buildings caused by the project or offer reasonable and 
necessary mitigation measures to relocate adequate parking availability. 
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The EIR does not adequately offer effective mitigatlDo meesures to address the extremely negative 
impacts to our community's Bakersfield Commons project that is currently in the planning stages located 
on N.W. corner of Brimhsil and Coffee roads. 

The EIR does not adequately offer effective mitigation measures to address how the H.S.R. project as 
planned will destroy the City's corporation yard facilities or offer reasonable and necessary mitigation 
measures to address rebcatioo of the Corporation yard facilities. 

The EIR does not adequately offer effective mitigation measures to address the destruction of 
Bakersfield's PotEce department garage facilities or offer reasonabie and necessary mitigation measures 
to address relocatlor^ of the Police garage facilities. 

The EIR does not adequately offer effective mitigation measures to address the destruction of one half 
of the existing parking lot for city staff or offer reasonable and necessary mitigation measures to address 
replacement of the necessary parking. 

The EIR does not adequately offer effective mitigation measures to address the negative impacts on 
Bakersfield'S culturallv important and economically significant Rabobank convention center by the 
Authority's plan to destroy a lar^e portion of the convention center’s parking lot that Is located South of 
the existing railroad tracks or offer reasonable and necessary mitigation measures to address 
replacement of the vitally necessary parking. 

The EIR does not adequately offer effective mitigation measures to address the negative impact on 
Bakersfield's culturally Important and economically significant Rabobank convention center by the 
Authority's plan to destroy the loading area of the fadllty. 

The EIR does not adequately offer effective mitigation measures to address the negative impact on 
Bakersfieid's culturally important and economically significant Rabobank convention center by the 
Authority's plan to destroy the pedestrian bridge from the parking lot to the convention center. 

The EIR does not adequately offer effective mitigation measures to address the destruction of 
Bakersfield'S Mercy Hospital's property or offer reasonable and necessary mitigation measures to 
address replacement of the Hospital property, 

The EIR does not adequately offer effective mitigation measures to address the destruction of or the 
replacement of the Bakersfield City Credit union. 

THE EIR/EIS documents fail to adequately describe and characteriie land use impacts: 

The EIR fails to describe the project's Impacts on land use. In fact the EIR erroneously states that project 
impacts will be less than significant when taking into consideration the total percent of land impacted, 
fo fbe conrrory, tand use fmpads wUf be significant 

The EIR bases Impacts on an unrealistically small project footprint. The footprint wilt be considerobty 
larger due to the height of the eievated rails, loud noise, vortex wind and vibrattoft^ 

The EIR underestimates land use impacts because it omits critical information about existing land uses 
and land use policEes. 


/^CALIFORNIA of Transportation 
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The EIR does not adequately offer effective fnitigatton measures to address the projects disruption of 
existing neighborhoods and operations during and after construction of the project. 

The m does not adequately describe the Identification of negatively affected Bakersfield parks or bike 
paths within the project's massive footprint or offer effective mitigation measures to address the 
negative Impacts that the project will cause to the pubiic^s use of the parks and bike path. 

The EIEI l^ils to adequately address or offer effective mitigation for the unnecessary destruction of over 
2,200 acres df irreplaceable farm land. 


The EIR document acknowledges that the City of Bakersfield has adopted redevelopment plans for the 
Vicinity of Bakersfield's proposed HSR station but the EIR does not adequately address the direct 
negative impacts to the 160 unit South Mill Creek affordable housing project; nor does the EIR/EIS 
accurately address the economic impact on the redevelopment project as a whole. 


THE MULTITUDE QF E3CTREMELV ^EgA T IVE IMPACTS THAT THE WGH SPEED RAI L FffQJECT Will CAUSE 
CiUR BAKERSFIFin COMMUN I TY COMPLETEIY EUMlNATED BY S^MPhY R E IOCATING 

RAIL AND STATIQW LOCATlOW S SOMEWHERE OUTSIDE QMH COMlVIMWrry. HQ OTHER ADEQUATI 
luitTkRAtiAU MFA^I IRFfi ARE POSSIBLE. 


The EIR does not adequately address or offer effective mitigation for the drtrtuof /oss of hifrrdneds of 
mitUons of dollars of farming revenue, dairy revenue, end other busliness revenue throughout the state 
that will be caused by the project. 

The EIR fails to adequately address where the source of the massive amounts of electricity that will be 
necessary to power the HSR operations will come from. 

The EtR does not adequately offer effective mitigation measures to address the overtaxing of the 
existing electric grid that the HSR operations will cause. 

The HSR pro'ject will cause numerous major Impacts to Bakersfield TRIP projects: 

The HSR project wH lea use significant impacts to Bakersfield’s Westside Parkway and Centennial Corridor 
project There are significant conflicts with Bakersfield's TRIP projects currently under construction, as 
well as the future Centennial Corridor, if HSR adopts their EIR or plan alignments with such conflicts, It 
will create environmental document conflicts that would significantty Impact the $400Mil1lon extension 
of highway SS - Centennial Corridor project, 

Csltrans is currently preparing a Project Study Report, a Project Report and Er^vironmental documents 
for the $27SMi11ion Centennial Corridor Loop project. The proposed HSR tram alignments are In direct 
confitet with possldte future direct connectors from Southhound Sft'99 to i/vmbound SR-5S and from 
Eastbound SR-53 to Northbound SR-99r The future direct connectors would be located east of the 
Mohawk Street interchange, passing across the BNSF rail yard, and tying Into SR-99 near Che Resedale 
Highway Interchange, 

The HSR project will cause numerous major Srnpacts to an important Bakersfield Redevelopment 
Project: 

The EIR does not adequately offer effective ml legation measures to address the project's excessive 
negative Impacts to Bakersfield’s new $17 mlttlon South Mltl Creek apartment project which Is currently 
under construction. The South Mill Creek apartment project Is an approximate 20-3cre mixed use 
development which includes over IGO affordable liouslng units and approximately 1130,000 square feet 
of commercial use. According to the documeuf, aff £7//ordfl'ij/e fioosinff in South Mill Creek will be 
permanent/y Impacted by the profect 


The monetary cost of the High Speed Rail project is much more than the citizens voted for in the 2008 
proposition-1 A Initiative, 

in 2003, Propositton-IA advertised that the HSR project would cost$33Bl1lton and now it is estimated to 
conservatively require $67 to $07BiH1on to comp'cLe. Many highly respected economists believe it wllE 
cost much more than that. (See the September 1 :h, ZOll Economic report titled, "The Financial Risks 
of Callforma's Proposed High-Speed Rail Projom'' by A. Enthoven, w. Brindley and W, Warren.) 

in 2008, ProposItioivlA authorized the state to sell bonds in the amount of $9,9Seillion to construct 
approximately 300-miles of high-speed rail track. l>ropo 5 lt 1 on-lA did not authorize the state to borrow 
an additional $33Blllion, $67BiHlon or the XOO's of Billions of dollars that the eventual cost of the HSR 
project may end up costing. The state does not have the required funds available to complete the 
Fresno to Bakersfield portion of the project and \i has nowhere near enough funds to complete the 
entire project. This project cannot be completed as designed in today's economy and still have the 
required funds necessary to run the state. 

In 200B, Pro[ffiSitlon-lA advertised that the federal government would probobify bearapproHimately 1/3 
of the $33Billion estimated total cost of the project or around SllBillion. Hie federal government has 
only conditionally agreed to provide around $5Bi!:ion dollars. However, the current estimated cost of 
the project has increased from the original S33C ilion price tag to $67Billion. The federal government 
has never agreed to fund a third of this project an 1 it Is highly unlikely that it will. 

If the state borrows $9.96Billion and the federal r - ernment grants the state almost SSBillion, there wilt 
only be approximately $15Billion of construction f inds available for the project which is still $52Billion 
short of the estimated $67Biilion that will be requi; ud to build this project. 

in 2008, Proposition-lA advertised that they oxj jcted private investors to fund approximately t/d of 
the $33Billion or around $llBilllon. As of this d lu there are no private investors Investing money to 
fund the project. 

The interest on the $9.9S-Bil!ion in state general obligation bonds will be paid out of the state general 
fund. The amount of funds available for vital scs '■fls such as law enforcement end fire protection will 
be reduced. It Is projected that the interest on IV bonds will be SiOfillllon over the next twenty years. 
After spending the Froposlilon-IA bond fur.- and the federal funds we Will have invested 
approximatelySlSBillion In the project. After paying back the principle and interest on the bonds we will 
have Invested approximatelv $19.95Btliion in i\\e pri^ject and we will still be missing more than 
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SSlBillion to complete the proiect. For a cost at arr^roxiinateEv $20Billion, Cinlv will be constructed 
from somewhere south of Fresno to somewherE ntjrth of Bakersfield. Taxpayers will then be rectutred to 
pay additiortal furvds for electrificatlonj, trains, suitlons and mainteriance facilities for the Fresno to 
Bakersfield section. 

The HSFt Authority now estimates that the section of rail from Fresno to Bakersfield will cost around 
$13Billion to build. 1t Is believed to be the enviesr section of the project to build and the teost expensive 
sectton of eight planned sections. If the ChSRa is rrect, the entire project wUi ceftalnly cost much more 
thafi$l04Bmao^ Do the math... i$13Bi11ion xB- .04Bi11ion) which does not include the $1031 tiioh State 

General Fund bond interest payments. These m are in 2011 dollars; not the cost of construction 10 

years from now. The cost for completing the preset will be imore. much more than we were initially 
promised. 

Reasonable people must be concerned that this pujject Is not and will not be adet^uatelyfunded. At this 
point, I understand that the Authority has only i btained funding for corrstrucilng tracks for ^ miles. 
There are no funds allocated for trains* station maintenance facilities or electrification. Given the 

present fiscal climate, f don't feel that the Stal. ;he Federal government will be in a position to give 

away more money to the HSR project. Despite -^ling the support of private Investors* the Authority 

has not yet identified any pariicular firm com ants, t am concerned that this project will end up 

being a train to nowhere, much like Senatoi S irons' bridge to nowhere in Alaska. The train wilt 
severely impact the citizens of Bakersfield wiihoui iiny long term benefit and It will add to the debt of 
the State of Califomia, 

The prospect of the High Speed Rail project ever ■ .ylrrg for itself is realistically non-exisfent. The H.S.R. 
project will certainly he a huge economic drain lo feral and state taxpayers. 

The Federal Government is fiscally bankrupt currently has a 14 trillion dollar deficit. The huge 
balance of funds necessary to complete the p,i. will not come from the Feds, The state of California 

is also out of money and in fact has a huge huti feficlt as wett. Every county government In the state 
has a budget deficit. The selling of bonds for Hill c - ilructlon will cost us untold $Bil1lons in interest. 

The Authority has an Insufficient amount of fun;3s available to effectively begin construction of the 
project. The amounts of funds that will be nc^ isary to complete the project have been grossly 
underestimated and the source of future fund, . undetermined. Furthermore, the unjustifiably high 
cost of the project which is now estimated to he • jr Sll&Billion will most likely cost over $200Billion to 
complete. The huge cost of the project will ei: *.Lg future funding of more beneficial and Important 
Infrastructure projects well into the future. 

End of comment 

Thank you 


Kem County Planning and Community Development Department 
1700Street Suite 100 
Bakersfield, CA 93301 

To Whom It May Concern: 

This IS regarding Ole number: GPA #8, Map ^^l02-29^ 

Z€C #33* Map #102-29: 
pDPlan#27, Map# 102-29 


I am writing in protest against the proposed high speed mil line of its geographical 

placemeni as it is going to deslioy a Bakersfield Historic building.mamely the Korean 

Presbyterian Church. 

It IS in my prayers that you will seek to divert this high speed line in a direction that will 
not distroy this special building. 


Sincerely. 




/^CALIFORNIA of Transportation 
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Seplember 27,2011 

Fresno to Bakersfield Draft EIR/EIS Commeni 
770 L Street - Suite 800 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Re^ Objection to the High Speed Railway 

Dear Sw/Madam; 

With regard to the proposed impiementation of a High Speed Railway system, I hereby submit 
this letter in opposition to this proposed project. 

L Introduction 

I am a practicing physician in Bakersfield, California, since 1982. 1 have been very involved in 
the community; 

1 . Past Chief of Staff of Mercy and Memorial Hospitals. 

2. past President of Bakersfield Breakfast Rotary Club. 

3. Past President of India Association of San Joatjuin Valky. 

4h Current President of Chinmaya Mission Bakersfield 

2. Background on Chureh 

At Chinmaya Mission, our goal is to provide to individuals, from any background, the wisdom of 
Vedanta and the practical means for spiriiwal growth and happiness, enabling them to became 
positive contributors to society. 

Chinmaya Mission Bakersfield has been active in the community since 1995. We have weekly 
classes for our children which teaches them about the Hindu culture and heritage. Wc also have 
weekly Yoga, Meditation, and Adult Study classes which are open lo all members of the 
community. A large number of Mon-Hindus attend and participate in these activities. Chinmaya 
Mission Bakersfield consists of 300 families as our members. Our budding, located at 1723 
Country Breeze Place, Bakersfietd, Californtfl 93312, is in the path of the High Speed 
Railway and will be demolished if the project is to proceed as proposed by the California 
High-Speed Rail Authority, As a result, wc respectfully oppose this initiative. 


3, Enviromp^nt Impact 

Prior to taking action, the government must assess the potential environment impacts under 
NEPA (Federal) and/or CEQA (State & Local), Pursuant to NEPA regulations (40 CFR 1500- 
1S08). project effects are evaluated based on the criteria of contexl and iniensity. Substantial 
effects would result in long-tenn physical division of an established community, relocation of 
substantial numbers of residential or commercial businesses, and effects on important 
community facilities. 

Pursuant lo CEQA Guidelines, the project ^vould have a significant impact if it would: 

* Physically divide an established community. 

* Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the construction of 
replacement housing elsewhere. 

- Relocate substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of replaccmeni 
housing elsewhere. 

* Result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or 
physically altered community and governmental facilities or with the need for new or 
physically altered community and governmental facilities, the construction of which 
could cause significant environmental impacts. 

According to the EIR: ‘^fn the Northwest District, the BNSF Alternative would dep^ from the 
BNSF lighl-of-way just south of Rosedale Highway and rejoin the rail right-of-way after 
crossing the Kcm River The alignment would cut through an existing suburban development in 
Bakersfield’s Northwest Disirictj displacing 122 homes and 10 non-residential properties, 
including a gas sfation/raiitimart, an art studio, 2 health centers, and 2 churches 
(Chinmaya Mission and Korean Presbyterian Church), This alignment would alter 
community social interactions and community cohesion, and would change the physical 
character of the community. These impacts would be fiubstantial under NEPA and significant 
under CEQA.” See EIR at 3.12-50. 

Further: ^'The Bakersfield South Alternative Alignment, like the BNSF Alternative, would pass 
through Bakersfield's Northwest, Central, and Northeast districts, atfecting similar but somewhat 
different community facilities. Impacts in the Northwest District of Bakersfield would be similar 
to those identified for the BNSF Alternative, displacing many homes and several churches. Like 
the BNSF Alternative, the Bakersfield South Alternative would divide the existing 
eummuuity and result in a eonsiderable number of residenlial property^ acquisitions in this 
neighborhood, as well as the displacement of churches (the Korean Preshyferian Church 
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would be fully displaced and parts of Cfainniaya Mission property would be displaced)." 
See EIR at 3.12-52. 

The Public Notice explains these effects will be felt in the following meas: ^ transportation, air 
quality, noise and vibration, electromagnetic fields, biological resources and wetlands, 
hazardoijs tnaierials and wastes, safety and security, commumties, agricultural lands, parks, 
recreation, and open Space, aesthetics and visual resources, and cullural and paleontological 
resources^ Clearly, under either aJignment, the impact of the project will be pnHicularly 
devastating to our Mission and our loeal community. So far, ihere has been no mention of 
compensation or noise abatement procedures available to those damaged by the project. 

4. Additiqn^l Concerns 

First, wc are concerned iha( this profect wiii not be adequately fiinded. At this point, we 
understand that the Authority has only obtained funding for const ruefing tracks for 80 miles - 
not for the actual trains or clectrincalioii. In addition, given the preaent fiscal climate, we don’t 
feel that the State or the Federal government will be in a position to give more money. Despite 
indicating the support of certain ‘'private investors," the Authority has not yet identified any 
particularized firm commitments. We arc concerned that this project will end up as a “train to 
nowhere," much like Senator Stevens’ ^bridge to nowhere” in Alaska. The train will severely 
impact the cilLzens of Bakersfield without any long term benefit. It will add to the debt of the 
State of California. 

Second, we believe the location of this project fs misplaced. Currently, the proposed project will 
run through =^old" Baket^fleld, which will result in extreme traffic and parking congestion. Thus, 
we arc concerned that local citizens will lose their easy access to downtown Bakersfield, Other 
cities, such as Denver, Colorado, have wisely chosen to relocate new transportation centers away 
from the downtown area, to avoid negative impacts, such as unwanted noise, vibrations, 
pollution, and traffic congestion. Notably, the proposed railway in Fresno, California does not 
pass through the center of the City and will affect FAR FEWER citizens. 

Third, we find that the EIR report provided is incomplete and insufficient. For example, 
although the document provides data on environmental impact, the actual noise and vibmiion 
studies were not included. Without reviewing the studies themselves, it is impossible to decipher 
the relative impact of the project. Important considerations include: when the study wai 
performed, how many trips per day were considered, the duration and location of specific testing 
sites, the effect of the Hageman/Allen underpass project, etc., thereby making it impossible to 
decipher the relative impact of the Authority's project. In addition, the report does not address 
environment impacts on the East side, nor does it explain why the site on 7'^ Standard Road and 
Slate Route 99 was not considered. Furthermore, the EIR report is flawed because, at least in one 
section, it lists street names that do not exist and addresses that are not located anywhere near the 
proposed rail line, thereby drawing its accuracy into question. 
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Fourth, we believe the Authority will fto! ttndertake the necessary procedures to mitigate 
ady^erse impacts on the cottmmnity. In fact, we understand that mitigation efforts, such as 
construction of sound walls, are typically discretionaty and, in some cases, can be reduced or 
even avoided altogether by the Authority. Thus, considering the budgetary constraints addressed 
above, we believe the community will not receive the necessary protections Jiom the anticipated 
adverse environmental impact. 

Fifth, wc recommend that the HSR Authority re-evaluaie the proposed site on t”" Standard Rd 
and Freeway 99. 

Finally, we have iioi received adequate notice of the proposed project and respecffitlly request 
addUional time of at least six (6) months to respond. In fact, the EIR includes approximately 
30,000 pages of technical jargon, with which we are not familiar, and allows only a 60-day 
comment period. To review it, we would have to read 5(H) pages a day. The report is in 
highly technical language, being difficult for a layman to understand. It needs to be simplified. 
Further, wc had no idea that OUr church would be demolished until receiving a phone call 
approximately two (2) weeks ago froTn a friend! The official notification letter from the 
California HSR Authority dated August 10, 2011, was vague, deceptive, and legally deficient in 
that it utterly failed to indicate that our building would be subject to demolishment and 
potentially complete economic loss; reliance on this August 10’** Icner could have resulted in a 
substantial loss of our legal rights and damages. The issuance of such a misleading notification 
letter is conmry to the public good, the spirit of our democratic system, and an abuse of trust by 
lho$e in positions of authority. Accordingly, we have already submitted a fornial request for an 
extension to the Office of Governor Brown. Therefore, wc feel an extension is necessary in this 
iusiance. and we kindly request your cooperation. 

Thank you for your lime and consideration. 


Yours very truly, 

CHINMAVA MISSION BAKERSFIELD 

By: 


Anil Mehta, M.D., 
President 
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l-resno Eo Baken»rcld Dnfl EIR/S Commertt 
770 L Slrcet. Suite 800 
Sacraineino+ CA 95S14 

RE: Fresno 10 Rakensfield Section Higli'SfKcd! j‘rain Draft Euvironmefital 

Impact RcporV'Envinonmcntfll Impact SlaEement 

Tq Whom It !v(ay Concern: 

Tlie Kem Couitly Water Agency (Agency) tvould like to ihanlt you for llie 
opportimiEy to review end comment on the Fresno to Bakersfield Section Migli- 
Specd Train (Project) Draft Enviponmentiil Itttfsaei RepoA/Environmentai Empael 
Statement (DPEIR/S). 

TTic Agency tvns created by (lie Catifomia Slate Legislature ia 1961 to coutJiact 
wEth the Caliromia CJepartmeiit of Water Resources for Siaie Water Project 
(SWP) water. ‘ITic Agency has contracts with water districts ihrotighoul Kem 
County to deliver SWP water. The Agency also mmaages and/or is a participant 
In multiple giioundwaier banking projects, including llie Kent Water Rank, 
Pioneer Property and Bcrrenda Mesa banking projects. Therefore, the Agency is 
uniquely qualified to provide eommetits on (lie Project. 

Comment L: The DPEIK/.S does not include the A|cney as a water supplier. 

Sections and 3.S of the DPEIR/S do not include the Agency in ibcir 
discussions or listings of water supplier? in the region. ITie Agency’s primaiy 
function is to serve a.5 the SWP contractor for Kem County, as described above. 
The Agency is the largest water supplier in the region addressed by the DFEIR/S, 
with a service area of appnOKimately 1.5 mil I ton acres. The Agency is responsibEe 
for the operation of eriticat water infrasliticture in Kem County, including the 
CVC. Therefore, the DPEIR/S should be amended to include descriptions of (lie 
Agenev and its affected infrastructure, as well as analyses of the potential 
impflci? from the construction and operation of the Project. 

Comment 2; The prupnsed route will significantly impnet majurwiter 
(iLlivcry infruslructure in Kem Criunty, 

The DPEIR/S conlains several figures detailing the proposed route through (he 
City of Rftkersfield. According to Figure 3.8-5, (he "Bakersfield Urban Section 
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L006-2 


L006-3 


L006-4 


Alignment fll" and the “BjLkeriifield Urban Section Alignment B2>” the proposed route lias the potential to 
significantly impact water supply infrastnicture, including the Cross Valley Canal (CVC). CVC Pumping 
Plant No. d, Friant-Kem Canal and ArvimEdison Canal, located southeast of the inicraectiou of CofTee 
Road and Britnhall Road. Tliese factlilies, which converge at tills location, neppesent critical components of 
Kctu County’^s water Supply infrastnrciure. Additionally, the CVC eMciids east from this locution and 
appears to be crossed by the proposed route at least once mom. However, the DPEER/S does not contain 
any discussion of the impacts to this infrastructure from either construction ot operation of the Project. 

Additionally, the Agency is not listed in Sections 3.S or 2.S describing water suppliers and their affected 
infrastructure. Tliis Is a substantial failure of the DPEIR, as the Agency and the infrastructure described 
above are used to supply water lo npproKimatcly 800,000 acres of irrigated agriculture and au cvcr-grgwing 
urban population, 'nierefore, (he DPEIR/S should be amended lo inelude an analysis and discussion of the 
impacts lo these facilities from the constniciion and operation of the iVipjcet, 

Comment 2: The RPEfR/S doe? not include miiiguliait measures to compensate for the potential loss 
of water .supplies due fu the coustruelion nnd/or opei'ulion of the Project, 

As described above, the consEruetton and operation of the Project has the potential to temporarily, if not 
permanently, impact the opcralion of the CVC and CVC Pumping Plant No, 6. Tlicsc faeilitics. in pain, are 
used lo supply water to llie Agency’s Improvement District No. 4’; (ID4) Henry C. Garnett Water 
Purification Plain. Once treated, ID4 provides this water to numerous urban water purveyors within the 
City of Bakersfteld. Ifthe operation of the CVC east of Coffee Road and/or the operation of CVC lumping 
Plant No, 6 arc to be impacted during construction and/or operation of llie Project, EDJ's water supply could 
be reduced by as much as 50,000 acre-feet. Subsequently, it would be necessary for the Califomia High- 
Speed Rail Authority to provide an alternate water supply for ID4. Therefore, iht DPEER/S sliould be 
amended to include provision of an alternate water supply to ID4 as a niitigalion measure. 

Comment B: The DPEIH/S does not include a cumulativL impuet uiialy.sEi. 

Section 151 j ft of the CEQ A Guidelines req u ires an E [R to discuss the cumulative impacts of t he proposed 
project. The DPEIR/S fails to evaluate tlie cuinulalive impacts lo Kem County, as well as the slaietvide 
cumulative impacts. The DPEIR/Si slates that the analyses consider only the Fresno to Bakersfield route 
impacts. The DPEIR/S does not consider impacts from completion of the route thtiough Bakersfield and 
extending lo ihc south through the rcanainder of Kem County. Addil io'nally. the DPEIR/S does not discuss 
the cumuialive impacts of the entire High-Speed Train project. As a result, (here is no m^iiingful 
discussion of the cumulative irnpacts of t he Project on either a local or statewide level. Without a 
cumulative impact analysis. Agency slaPTcannot accurately determiuc (he cumulative impacts to local water 
resources and infrastruclurc from ihe eonsifuction and operation of the Project or High-Speed Train project 
as a wtifote. Therefore, the DPEER/S sliould be amended to include a compleie discussion of the cumulative 
impacts anticipated from eoustruciion and operation of the entire High-Speed Train project as required by 
the CEQA Guidelines. 

If you have any questions, please contact Curtis Creel of my staff at (661) 634'l4ftft. 


Sinccrelv, 

q 

James M. Beck 
; General Manager 


rely, . 
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L006-1 

Kern County Water Agency is listed as a service provider in both Table 3.6-3 and Table 
3.8-3 of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS. Refer to Section 3.6 and Section 3.8 of 
the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS for additional information. 

L006-2 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-HWR-01, FB-Response-PU&E-03. 

The Authority is actively assimilating information on existing and planned utilities. The 
design presented in the Draft EIR/EIS is preliminary (15% to 30% complete). The 
Authority will coordinate with water districts to refine this information, identifying and 
evaluating all known facilities within the footprint during future design phases. The 
Authority intends to consider water supply infrastructure in the design and placement of 
HST facilities. In Section 3.6, Public Utilities and Energy, of the Revised 
DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, Table 3.6-3 lists Kern County Water Agency as one of the 
service providers (also see Section 3.8, Flydrology and Water Resources, Table 3.8-3). 

L006-3 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-FIWR-01, FB-Response-PU&E-03. 

The Authority is actively assimilating information on existing and planned utilities. The 
design presented in the Draft EIR/EIS is preliminary (15% to 30% complete). The 
Authority will coordinate with water districts to refine this information, identifying and 
evaluating all known facilities within the footprint during future design phases. The 
Authority intends to consider the design and placement of the canal crossings and 
pumping plants in the placement of HST facilities. The resolution of conflicts with 
utilities would be conducted in such a way that loss of water supplies would not occur. 

L006-4 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-01, FB-Response-HWR-01. 

The entire HST project has been analyzed in preceding environmental review 
documents. As noted in FB-Response-GENERAL-01, the Revised DEIR/Supplemental 
DEIS Summary describes the tiered environmental review process used by the Authority 


L006-4 

and the FRA, indicating that the 2005 program EIR/EIS (Authority and FRA 2005) 
provided a first-tier analysis of the general effects of implementing the system across 
two-thirds of the state, while the 2008 program EIR/EIS (Authority and FRA 2008) and 
the 2010 Revised Program EIR/EIS (Authority and FRA 2010a) focus on connecting the 
Central Valley portion of the system to the San Francisco Bay area portion of the system 
(see EIR/EIS, Summary, Section S.2). Chapter 2 of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental 
DEIS discusses the background of the HST project and notes that the previously 
prepared Tier 1 documents provided a programmatic analysis of the proposed system 
and the environmental impacts of HST implementation. This project Revised 
DEIR/Supplemental DEIS has been prepared in the context of the previous, broader 
analysis, but provides more detailed analysis about the potential impacts, both beneficial 
and adverse, in the Fresno to Bakersfield Section. 

Both CEQA and NEPA provide agencies with some discretion to fashion an 
environmental process as appropriate for the actions or projects they are considering. 
Program or first-tier EIRs/EISs are deliberately focused on the “big picture” impacts of 
proposed actions and the broad policy choices related to such actions. To avoid 
repetition and to help focus the document on issues ripe for decision, a lead agency may 
tier its environmental documents so that later program or second-tier EIRs/EISs 
incorporate and build upon the analysis and decisions made at the program level. A first- 
tier EIR/EIS may therefore be limited to the analytical information needed to make a 
general decision, with detailed analysis of potential impacts of a more specific decision 
to follow when a second-tier EIR/EIS is prepared. 
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COUNTY OF KINGS 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

KINGS COUNTY GOVERNMENT CENTER 
I4M W. LACEY BOULEVARD.HANFORD. CA 9323® 
(599) 5*2-3211. EXT. 23*2. FAX: (599) 5S54947 
W«bSM»: hiti>./A*rwwco«itvQftillI>.CQni 

October 12.2011 
Mr. Dan Leavitt 

California High-Speed Rail Authority 
Fresno to Bakersfield Draft KIR/EIS Comments 
770 L Street, Suite 800 
Sacramento. CA 95814 



SBooaSiTmAffBi 



■ *P’f-:79 RCVO 


Re: California High-Speed Train Project: Fresno to Bakersfield Section 

August 2011 Draft Environmental Impact Report/Statement 
County of Kings* Initial Comment Letter - Include in Record 


Dear Mr. Leavitt; 

The County of Kings (County) was preparing its comments to the referenced document when it 
received a notice issued by the California High-Speed Rail Authority (Authority) on October 5, 
2011. that the Authority intends to issue a revised DEIR/EIS in the Spring of 2012. The County 
ofTers the Initial comments included herein and reserves further comments for the new DEIR/EIS 
anticipated in Spring. 2012. 

The County is a Coordinating Agency uixlcr the National Environmental Protection Act (NEPA) 
and takes its responsibility to participate in the environmental review of the Project very 
seriously. The Authority, on the other hand, has consistently refused to coordinate with the 
County to resolve conflicts created by its proposed Project. The County has identified its 
concerns in detail in the following correspondence bctw'ccn the County and the Authority and the 
County and the Federal Rail Administration (FRA) and incorporates same by reference into its 
comments to be lodged in the Record: 

1. .March 4.2011 letter from Kings County Board of Supervisors to Authority; 

2. May 6,2011 letter from Kings County Board of Supervisors to Authority; 

3. August 2.2011 letter from Kings County Board of Supervisors to FRA. 

ITic County was assured that each and every concern raised in the foregoing correspondence 
would be addressed in the DEIR/EIS. This has proven to be false. The County again requests 
that the Authority specifically address and resolve each and every concern. 
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Mr. Dan Leavitt 

California High-Speed Rail Authority 

Fresno to Bakersfield Draft EIR/EIS Comments 

October 12.2011; Page 2 of 4 

Further comments and concerns of the County follow: 

1. The Authority has failed and continues to fail to engage in any meaningful coordination 
and consultation with the County as required by NEPA and CEQA; 

2. The Authority has failed to propose an alignment that follow's existing transportation 
corridors as required by the High Speed Rail Act; 

3. The Authority has failed to properly consider in sufficient detail the Highway 99 
aligrunent alternative; 

4. The Authority has failed to adequately identify, analyze and mitigate the Project’s 
devastating impacts on the agricultural resources and economy of the County caused by 
deviation from existing transportation corridors; 

5. The Authority has failed to identify, analyze and mitigate the Project’s conflicts with 
applicable provisions of the County’s General Plan and ordinances 

6. The Authority has failed to act in good faith to comply with CEQA and NEPA by 
allowing only 60 days to review more than 30.000 pages of DEIR/lilS and documents 
referenced therein; 

7. The Authority has allowed the reviewing parties to expend an extraordinary amount of 
time, money and resources attempting to respond to the 30.000 plus pages within an 
unreasonably short comment period, only to be informed at the last minute that the 
Authority will issue a new environmental document in the spring of 2012 that will 
reintroduce a previously preferred alternative that was abandoned without explanation. 
This will require the reviewing parties to expend additional amounts of time, money and 
resources to review new technical information on top of the existing 17,000 pages, during 
a time when financial hardship has stricken this County and State. 

8. The initial period of 60 days allowed for public review and comment was so 
unreasonably short that it precluded effective public participation. Therefore the County 
would recommend that the Authority consider a more adequate (180 day) public review 
period for the u]x:oming revised DEIR/EIS which is now due in spring of 2012. 

9. The Project Description is uncertain and incomplete and will be changed and affected by 
the document anticipated in the Spring of 2012. 

10. The analysis of the project’s environmental impacts is inadequate. 
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Submission L007 (Tony Barba, Kings County Board of Supervisors, October 14, 2011) - Continued 


Mr. Dan Leavitt 

California High-Speed Rail Authority 
Fresno to Bakersfield Draft EIR/EIS Comments 
October 12.2011; Page 3 of 4 

11. The Proposed Mitigation Measures are incomplete and ineffective and in many cases arc 
improperly deferred. 

L007-6| 12 DEIR/EIS did not consider a reasonable range of alternatives that would avoid or 

I substantially lessen the significant impacts of the Project. 

After careful review of as much as it could to date, the County has concluded that the DEIR/EIS 
fails to fulfill NEPA’s and CEQA’s fundamental objective of informing the public and the 
decision makers of the potential significant environmental effects and mitigation c^s of the 
Project. The defects and omissions identified to date make clear that the DEIR/EIS is inadequate 
and incomplete and fails to comply with the fundamental requirements of NEPA and CEQA. The 
County trusts that the revised and re-circulated document will remedy the obvious deficiencies in 
the existing analysis and comply with the requirements of NEPA and CEQA. 

The Project and its potential significant environmental and economic effects arc of enormous 
interest to the County and its residents. Accordingly, the County is submitting these initial 
comments in advance of the revised DEIR/EIS in a good-faith effort to assist the Authority in 
preparing an adequate and complete assessment of the significant environmental impacts the 
Project will have in the Central Valley. The County requests that the Authority provide at the 
most earliest convenience a Geographic Information System (GIS) layer of the new alternative 
which will be added to the revised Project, so that the County can enter into Coordination wth 
the Authority and provide meaningful comment for the Authority to incorporate into the revised 
DEIR/EIS in Spring of 2012. The County anticipates receiving the revised DEIR/EIS and 
providing additional comments on the entire revised DEIR/EIS when it is re-circulated in the 
L007 7 1 Spring of 2012. The County also reiterates its demand to coordinate the Project with the County 

I Board of Supervisors in order to comply with NEPA and CEQA and produce a viable Project. 

The County appreciates the opportunity to provide these initial comments and trusts that the 
Authority will fulfill its duties as the Lead Agency to prepare and re-circulate a revised 
DEIR/EIS that accurately, adequately and completely defines the specific Project and discusses 
the extensive adverse environmental and economic impacts the Project will have. 

Sincerely, 

Tony Barba. Chairman 

Kings County Board of Supervisors 


Mr. Dan Leavitt 

California High-Speed Rail Authority 
Fresno to Bakersfield Draft EIR/EIS Comments 
October 12,2011; Page 4 of 4 

Enclosure: August 2,2011 letter to FRA which incorporates March 4,2011 and May 6,2011 

letters from Kings County Board of Supervisors to California High Speed Rail 
Authority 

cc: Joseph C. Szabo. U.S.DOT Federal Railroad Administration 

Michael S. Jewell. U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Connell Duiming. U.S. Enviroiunental Protection Agency 


SPEED RAILVDF.IR-EIS Initial COMMENf ETR 10 13 11 (qc coinfiKiits).doc\ 
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L007-1 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-02, FB-Response-GENERAL-10. 

L007-2 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-04. 

Also see Volume I, Section 3.12, Impact SO#16, for economic impacts on agriculture. 

L007-3 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-26. 

The Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS was circulated for 90 days. Much of the 
information contained in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS was the same as in the 
Draft EIR/EIS. Where additional information was added or text changed, it was 
highlighted to assist the reviewer by reducing the time required to find this new text or 
text changes. 

L007-4 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-26. 

As stated in the Preface to the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, the Authority decided 
to reintroduce alignment alternatives west of Flanford, based on substantive comments 
received during the public and agency review of the Draft EIR/EIS. In response to 
concerns raised by stakeholders in metropolitan Bakersfield, the Authority and FRA also 
decided to evaluate another alternative in Bakersfield (Bakersfield Flybrid Alternative) 
that would minimize impacts on residential and community facilities. The Authority and 
FRA determined that the introduction of these new alternatives and refinements being 
considered for existing Fresno to Bakersfield route alternatives required publication of 
this Revised DEIR and Supplemental DEIS in compliance with the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). 

L007-5 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-07. 


L007-6 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-02. 

L007-7 

The Authority has met with Kings County officials on many occasions throughout the 
environmental review process for the project and is always willing to work with the 
County to deliver a viable project. The Authority has met and exceeded its responsibility 
under CEQA and NEPA to inform the County and seek its input on the 
project. Coordination is not equivalent to essentially delegating to the County veto power 
over the project. The Authority is responsible under law for carrying forward the 
FIST project and making the decisions necessary to implement the project. The Authority 
cannot delegate that responsibility to the County. 
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COUNTY OF KINGS 
BOARD OF SUPERVISOR 

GOVUNMINT CIVTEK. SUKFORU, (.'ALUTMtKJA EXT IMt 

Bnrf BfSuim^iW* 

AGENDA ITEM 
October 13,2011 



Bdokmark^ 11 

SUDMl I' l'KI) BY ; Larr)-^ Spikes, Count>' Adiiiinistrativc Officer 

stH.rKcrrE resolution opposing any and all high speed rail 

PROJECT alignments THHOUCl I KINGS COUNTY 


SUMMARY; 

OvervieiiT: 

The Calilbniia High Speed Rail Auihority's ircatment of Kings County has prompted Board members to 
direct staff lo bring a resolution opposing ail high speed rail alignments through Kings County for their 
discussion and eonstdcraiion. 


Rctoitimenilaiioii; 

Consider adopting a Resnlufion apposing any high xpeed rail corridar thruagb Kings Cnuniy. 

Fbical fmpact: 

There is no expected fiscal impact relating directly to (he adoption of the resolution, however there is 
subsianrial ongoing statT time in responding to the Project environmental document and attempting to 
enforce and implement theNEPA-required coordination process. 

RACKGROIMU 

I he Board previously adopted Resolution No. 10*031 stating its support for high speed rail routes that utilize 
existing transportation corridors. This action was eonsistent ^vith the language in the I ligh Speed Rail Bond 
proposition that was passed in 2{HJ8. Since that lime, the California High Speed Rail Authority has openly 
refused to coordinate with Kings County. Coordination is designed to assure consistency with the County 
General Plan and resolve disercpancies and impacts in furtherance of the protection of the health, safety and 
welfare of the community. It is required by the National Environmemal Policy Act and various implementing 
regulations. The Authority 's less than good faith behavior has prompted the request to consider removal of its 
support. The reasons are detailed in the resoluiton provided for your Board's consideration. 


I |-'■£’^mn>^011 1 lift All Ruiuc OpjKMiliDn.dcjc 


KOtATin AG l inN : APPROVED AS RECOMMENDED; OTHER; 

ROLL CALI.; NEVES, VERBOON, VALI.E, EAGUNDES, BARBA - AYE 

[Reference: See Resolufivn Mu. H-06S: which by reference hereto. ii‘made pan of the^e minntesj 


I iKi«&y itvii Uit; xhuve ardei wjis piUl jcJ 


and adopirdcii ]{V1&''i0tE. 


CA 

By 




BEFORE THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
OF THE COUNTY OF KINGS, STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

-k-k'k'k^ir^^ir 

IN THE MATtER OF REVOKING AND RESOLUTfON NO. IL065 

KESaNDJNG RESOLUTION 10-033 AND 
OPPOSfNC THE CALIFORNIA HIGH-SPEED 
RAIL AUTHOR! I'V HIGH-SPEED TRAIN PROJECT 

_ J 


\VHERE,\S. Calirnmia voters approved Proposition lA on November 4, 20t>S and the 
Legislature codified the Safe. Reiiabk liigh-Siyeed Passenger Train Rond Act for the 21"* 
Century ('The Act”; AB 3034; See Streets and Highways Code Sections 2704-2704.1); and 

WHEREAS, the Act provides S9.1 billion in bond funds to finance a high speed 
electrified train system designed along esisting transportation corridors to achieve mandated 
travel limes between population centers and to operate without government subsidies, that will 
connect the San Francisco Bay Area and Sacramento in the north, through the Central Valley to 
Los Angles, Orange County and San Diego in the south {collectively the “Projeci']i; and 

WHEREAS, federal American Recovery and Reinvestment Act ("ARRA'O money has 
been ailocated to the California high-speed train Project: and 

WHEREAS, a nine-member California High-Speed Rail Authority rAuihority") was 
appointcil pursuant to the Act and Pabiic Utilities Code Section 185020 to plan and implement 
the Project pursuant to the Act and all applicable law and implementing regulations; and 

WHEREAS, the Authority and the Federal Railroad Administration (“FItA ") are co-lead 
agencies for purposes of environinenia] review of the Project under the Calilomia Environmental 
Quality Act (“CEQA") and the National Environtnental Protection Act (“NI-PA”); and 

WHEREAS, on May 25, 2010, the Kings County Board of Supervisors resolved 
{Resolution W10-033) that it: 

1. Supports the continuing development of high-speed rail on a statewide basis; 

1. Supports a unified approach for the Central Valley, should the rail be designated 
to iraverge through it; 

2.3. Supports routes that use existing iranspoitation corritlors and rights-of-way; and 

2.4. Opposes any and alt alignments where transportation corridors do not exist at the 
present time; and 

WHERE .AS. revocation and rescission of Resolution 10-033 and opposition to the 
Calildmia High-Speed Rail Authority High-Speed Train Project is under consideration based on 
the following findings: 
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L008-1 

L008-2 

L008-3 


L008-4 

L008-5 

L008-6 


L008-7 


Findings; 

1. The Auihorily and FRA have faiSed and conEinuc lo fait to coordinate wiih Kings 
County regarding, the ProjccS and iis impacis on (he health, safety and welfare of 
the County and its local planning ddcuments and ordinancesi and 

2. ITic Project does not conform with the CountyGeneral Plan and rcEaicd 
ordinances; and 

3. Prior to release of ihc Draft Environmental Impact Rcport/Environmental Impacl 
Siatcmcnt (^'DEIR/EIS”) for the I'resno to Bakersfield Sec (ion of the Project, the 
Authority and FRA assured Kings County Board of Supervisors lhal local 
planning issues and health, safety and welfare concerns would be addressed in 

( he DHIR/EIS, but it has not be done despite detailed corTCspondenee presented (o 
(he Authority and FRA and in(rodueed in aticmptcd coordination meetings by 
Kings County Board of Supervisors; and 

4. The DFiRyEIS defers mitigailon analysis on many ofihe impacts that will affect 
not only Kings County property owners, but Kings County Govemment and 
County staff resources and fails to resolve conflicts with the County’s Genera! 
Plan; and 

5. The DEIR/EIS proposes that (he Bakersheld to Fresno Section will not initially be 
electrified, in violation of Proposition I A, which requires an electrified high¬ 
speed train system; and 

d. The DEIR/lilS further indicates that if the entire high-speed train system 

anticipated by Prop. lA is not built out as anticipated, the track for She Eiakersfield 
to Presno Section will have “independent utility” for Amirak purposes and will 
qualify under AR1<A funding rEnquircments. This completely ignores the local 
investment in the existing transportation hub and intermodal eonneciivliy pod 
planning as well as economic impacts on affected downtowns and the air quality 
and greenhouso gas impacts created by altering the hub; and 

7. The Fresno to Bakersfield Section DEIR/BIS consists of more than 17,000 pages 
and relies on technical documents that combined total more than 30,000 pages yet 
the Authority provided for a 45-day comment period with a token 15 day 
extension for a total of 00 days; and 

S. J usi before expi ration of the i nadequate 60 day review peri od, rather than respond 

to a flood of requests for extension of the comment period, (he Authority, without 
evaluating the impacts, issued a statement that it Intends to retain the 60 day 
comment period fbr the DEIR/EIS, proceed with the separate Merced to Fresno 
Section DEIR7H1S, but “rc-introduce an alternative route, (he Hanford West 
Bypass alternative, along with an alternative station loca.tion to serve (he 
KingsHulare region" and then issue a revised draft EIR/supplcmental draft EIS 
for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section only in Spring of 2012, Had the Authority 
coordinated with the County as requested, this may have been avoided, and the 
Authority's bad-faith behavior has exhausted local resources only lo have to start 
all over again in the Spring of 2012. To further demonstrate the Authority’s 
mismanagement of this Project and unwillingness to account for local input, the 
Hanford West aliemstive is reintroduced as a preferred alternative from (he 
Authority's 2007 Visalia-Tularc-Staiion Feasibility Study, which was adopted 


without enVinonmenial review, without outreach by the Authority or contact with 
Kings County, and was previously abandoned without explanation. |ji other 
words, it adopted particular alignments without public or agency input despite 
claiming to “tier" off of the earlier general programmatic environmental 
document. Also, despite a letter from a Icdcral responsible agency, the U.S, 

Amoy Corps of Engineers, suggest mg that it should reconsider the Hanford West 
alignment the Authority on May, 2011 refused to comply and remained 
undeterred in its effort to issue the Project DEIR/EIS. Now, at the end of the 
DEIR/EIS comment period, the Authority is backtracking and indicating it will 
reconsider this alternative: and 

y. The Authority's lack of transparency, failure to coordinate and resolve impacts, 
ignorance of the will of the people expressed in Prop. 1 A, and its “act now^ ask 
forgiveness later" approach to (he Project, have caused the Kings County Board 
□f Supervisors to revisit its prior Resolution 10-033. 

now; THEKKFORK, IT IS HEREBY RESOLVED that the Kings County Board of 
Supervisors: 


1, Affinns the finding.s horoin; 

2. REVOKES and RESCINDS Resolution 10-033 adopted May 25. 20i0; and 
3'. OPPOSES the California High-Speed Rail Authority High-Speed frain Project. 

1he foregoing resolution was unanimously adopted upon motion by Supervisor 
Joe Noves, seconded by Supervi.'jor Doug Verboon til a regular meeting held on the 18th day of 
October, 20l I. by the following vote: 


AYES; 

NOES: 

ABSENT: 


Supervisors Neves, Verboon, Fagundcs, Valle and Barba 
Supervisors 
Superj 



Tony Barba, Chairperson oflbe Boairf of Supervisors 
County of Kings, State of California 


IN WITNESS WHEREOF, J have set my hand this ISth day of October, 2011. 


Rhonda Bray, Do^ly Clerk of said Board of Supervisor 


hVlsifti Speed Rflil i 2011 Rsso Oppoimu HSR Pro>Ed - KlIXyM. 
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L008-1 

The Authority and FRA recognize the concerns of Kings County representatives and 
community members, and we wish to maintain an open dialogue about the project. The 
Authority welcomes the opportunity to meet with landowners and stakeholders. Project- 
level information has been shared at public meetings; made available at the Kings 
County project office; and provided through mailings, e-mail communication, outreach 
materials, and on the Internet. 

L008-2 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-LU-03. 

Because the FIST project is a state project, consistency with local plans and policies is 
not required by law. Nonetheless, in order to comply with the principles set out in 
Proposition 1A, the FIST project has been designed to minimize conflicts and to be 
compatible with future and planned use to the extent possible. 

L008-3 

The Authority and FRA recognize the concerns of Kings County representatives and 
community members, and we wish to maintain an open dialogue about the project. The 
Authority welcomes the opportunity to meet with landowners and stakeholders. Project- 
level information has been shared at public meetings; made available at the Kings 
County project office; and provided through mailings, e-mail communication, outreach 
materials, and on the Internet. 

L008-4 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-01. 

The HST project is an undertaking of the Authority and FRA in their capacities as state 
and federal agencies. As such, it is not required to be consistent with local plans. 
Flowever, the FIST project’s consistency with local plans is described by alternative in 
the Draft EIR/EIS and the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS in order to provide a 
context for the project. 


L008-5 

Proposition 1A Division 3 of the Streets and Highways Code, Section 9, Chapter 20, 
Section 2074.09 states, “The high-speed train system to be constructed pursuant to this 
chapter shall be designed to achieve the following characteristics: (a) electric trains that 
are capable of sustained maximum revenue operating speeds of no less than 200 miles 
per hour....” Section 1.2.2 of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, “Purpose of the 
Fresno Bakersfield HST Project,” states that the purpose of the project is to provide 
electric high-speed train service. This statement is consistent with Section 2074.09(a). 
Use of the rail infrastructure by conventional trains is part of a phased implementation 
system that leads to the operation of electric high-speed trains. The reasons for the 
phased implementation system for achieving Section 2704 (Proposition 1 A) is 
thoroughly described in Section 1.6, “Revised 2012 Business Plan,” beginning on page 
1-30 and ending on page 1-33 of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS. 

L008-6 

Neither the HST System nor the Fresno to Bakersfield Section are being proposed for 
the purpose of installing a train line for Amtrak. The high-speed train (HST) will operate 
separately from Amtrak. At the same time, as discussed in Chapter 2 of the Revised 
2012 Business Plan (Authority 2012a), when the HST track is completed in 2017, it 
would be available for interim use by Amtrak trains until HST operations begin. 

The decision over the continued operation of Amtrak service on the San Joaquin line is 
outside the authority of the Authority or the Federal Railroad Administration. However, 
as described in Chapter 3, Section 3.2, of the Draft EIR/EIS, and Chapter 6, Section 
6.5.1.5 in the Transportation Analysis Technical Report (Authority and FRA, 2012) it is 
assumed that the Amtrak San Joaquin rail service may be adjusted to function as a 
feeder service to the HST System. Since the San Joaquin stops at more stations, it is 
assumed it would continue service all the way to Bakersfield and, as a feeder service to 
the Phase 1 HST system, the San Joaquin would become increasingly important in its 
support of new riders. 

The Authority and FRA are not proposing a "train to nowhere." The Central Valley 
sections are simply the first two in a series of sections that will make up the full HST 
system. The size of this project precludes building it all at once. Simply put, it must begin 
somewhere. 


/^CALIFORNIA of Transportation 
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L008-6 

The Revised Draft 2012 Business Plan lays out a feasible program for developing the 
HST blended system in functional phases. Phased implementation of the system will 
allow flexibility within the program should there be gaps in funding availability. For 
example, the completion of the lOS offers a discrete milestone. Should further funding 
not be available for the lOS, the "independent utility" provisions of the federal ARRA 
grant agreement would allow the lOS to be used to operate an Amtrak San Joaquin 
service while preserving the facility for further development in the future. This would 
occur only as a contingency, and is not a part of the HST project. 

The No-Project Alternative does not assume that the HST System will be built in the 
future. Instead, it reflects projections of what is reasonably expected to occur in the 
absence of an HST system. 

The purpose and need for the HST System is detailed in Section 1.2 of the EIR/EIS. The 
key statement of purpose is "to provide a reliable high-speed electric-powered train 
system that links the major metropolitan areas of the state, and that delivers predictable 
and consistent travel times." The purpose does not include "to build 800 miles of track 
for $33 billion," as stated in the comment. The HST system's purpose and need is a 
fundamental part of the design of the Fresno to Bakersfield Section. 

The Revised 2012 Business Plan describes the HST System's place in California 
transportation network and its estimated cost, including updated interest and contigency 
costs. Chapter 2 of the Revised 2012 Business Plan describes a reasonable, phased 
approach to long-term financing of the HST System. Funding is now available for the 
Fresno to Bakersfield Section through a combination of state and federal money. 

The HST System was approved by the Authority in 2005 pursuant to its statutory 
authority under California Public Utilities Code § 185000. That decision was based on 
the 2005 Program EIR/EIS for the system as a whole. The Fresno to Bakersfield Section 
is a component of the larger system and the present EIR/EIS examines the potential 
impacts of that section. The CHSRA will weigh the costs and benefits of the project 
alternatives when selecting the Fresno to Bakersfield alternative alignment that is to be 
constructed. This will include the environmental and economic costs of the project, as 


L008-6 

well as its environmental benefits (i.e., reduction in traffic, long-term air 
quality improvement, and others). 

L008-7 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-01, FB-Response-GENERAL-02, 
FB-Response-GENERAL-16. 


/^CALIFORNIA of Transportation 
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COUNTY OF KINGS 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 


KINGS COVNTV GOVERNMENT CENTER 
1400 W. LACEV BOULEVAJtn.HANFORD.CAHtW 
(SS9I 512^11 i, EXT. FAXj (SS») S85«M7 
Web Slit«: i 



Joseph C. SziAio, Adminisvaior 
Ffidtral AdrtiinuCrtiHSi 

Navnnbe¥2.2ai] 

Fwpf I or 

Review of ihc DEIS has prompled us to revoke Resolution No, \ 0-033 which supported High 
Speed Train (HST) along cTtisting corridors snd approve a new policy opposirtg ihc project 
altogether. (See Attached Re-jolutiori No, 11-()65) There has been no consideraiion of our 
specific plans or policies in llie DEIS, and where our plarts have been generally referfinced, they 
have been deliberately misinterpreted. 


November 2, 2QII 


^ TPC'^ : 


Joseph C. Si^bo 
Administrator 

Federal Railroad Administration 
US Department ofTrartsportallon 
1200 New Jersey Averuic, SE 
Washington, DC 20590 

Dear Admlnisit^tor Szabo: 

We rooeSvodyour letter dated Sqilcmbcr 12,2011 acknowledging that you had received our 
correspotvdence and reviewed our concerns regarding the Frcsr»i>-lo-Bakersfield High Speed Rail 
Segment environmental study process. We note, however, that your letter did tvol directly 
address any of the speciric issues we raised regarding the unresotved conflicts with the segment 
plan arwi our policies. Since that time, the Califotmla High Speed Rail Authority (Authority) and 
your agency have released the Draft Environmental Impact Statemeni (DEIS) for public review. 
On October 5. 2011, just days before the DEIS public comment period was to close (Hl/13/11), 
the Authority released a statement indicating it will 'Te-inlroduee an alternative route, along with 
an altemutive station location to serve the Kings/fularc region" and therefore “^[rjather than 
issuing a Final EIR/EIS for the Fresrw-lo-Bakcrsrteld section in January as previously scheduled, 
the Authority will now use the coming S'6 months to funher engineer the additional Hanford 
West Bypass route and new station alternative, conduct the additional cuvironmenta] analyses 
needed, seek 'value engineering' opporiunitiesto reduce costs, and make other necessary 
revisions including those based cm comments received through Oct. 0,2011, after which a 
’Revised Draft EIRySuppIcmental Draft EIS’ will be issued for public comment.” 

Prior to the notice that the Authority will be reintroducititg an entirely new alternative that they 
had adamantly removed from consideration irt contravention of the recommendation by the U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers, we had an opportunity to review, for the first time, your projeci level 
specific plans for the new corridor alignment proposed through our productive agricultural 
region. As a result, we have prepared detailed comments (jee October 12,2011 letter to Mr. Dan 
Leavitt at the Authority) and incoq^oratc them into this letter, by way of referejice, as the basis 
for our position which must be coordinated by your agency under the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA). Those specific comments also referenced and incorporated prior detailed 
comments l>oth lo you and to the Authority . 


L009-1 

L009-21 
L009-31 


L009-4 


L009-5 


It is Our finding that the HST Fresno to Bakersfield segment as proposed^ 

1. Fails to resolve inconsistencies with the 2033 Kings County General Plan; 

2. Fails to compare the aHecled environmeni of the proposed alternatives to the 
environmental consequences; 

3. Fai Is to have ''independent ul I lily.” 

These actions and the decision making comprising these failings have elevated to the level of 
arbitrary and capricious, are an abuse of agency discrciion, and violate federal law. 

We specifically put you on notice in our August 2, 2011 letter so that you would have the 
opportunity to coirect these failings, howfcvcr, you have refused to meet with us face-to-facc in 
an open meeting on the record or acknowledge in any way your duty to coordinate with our 
County under NEPA. 

After making a thorough review of the DEIS, it is clear that your Administration and the 
Authority have refused to uphold your statutory duly lo resolve the conflicts between your 
proposed project and pur local plans as is S|KCifica]]y called for at 42 USC 4332(2XE), 40 CFR 
1501.2(c}, and 40 CFR 1307,2(d), Since you have demonstrated that you will not work with us 
directly, nor require that the Authority do so to resolve the inconsistencies between your project 
and our established arwl detailed plapj, we are left with insisting that you select the "No Build' 
altetnaiivc, as it is the only option that compile.^ with stale and federal law. 

The combined power of the Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) and the California High 
Speed Rail Authority places tremendous political pressure on those impacted as you collectively 
and forcefully pursue (his transporlallon agenda. As you apply this pressure, you must reconcile 
your project with the fact that Kings County has the highest poverty level, lowest per capita 
income and smallest populatk>n of (he Four counties affected by the Fresno lo Bakersfield 
Segment. Your disregard of these facts should not justify ignorance of our concerns or your 
failure lo abide by federal law. If anything, it should cause you to ensure that you fully 
understand the critical ImpacL^ to our community and use the force of your tesouroes to shield 
our citizens and resolve your project conflicts to avoid the disproportionate harm being thrust 
upon us by this project. 

Fortunately, the law docs not favor the importance of a project over a citizenry to demand equity. 
Consideration of our position, coordination with Our plans and policies, and rtsolution of the 
conflicis is your duty under the National Environmental Policy Act, which, to dale, you have 
failed to opbold. 


/^CALIFORNIA of Transportation 

11* I le 1 n *1 jl I Federal Railroad 

High-Speed Rail Authority Administration 
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Idsepli C. 

Rjilrcw] AKlmiodimwn 

Novembo- iiQlil 

for ihc foUowinig you select the “No bu.ild'' option and begin yoor 

cnvironinenlal study anew, this time in coordination with our County and our County Plan. 

1. The DUES Fails to Resolve Conflicts vrilh 203S Kings County Land Use Plan 

The Authority and Your Administration Failed to Courdinati; with Kings 
County’s Ijocal Plan* 

The Calilbmia High Speed Rail project is an ambitious tran!vp>ortation plan that to succeed must 
be properly coordinated with the many local, slate and federal agencies with Jurisdiction over the 
routes and support services necessary for its success. This was pointed out to your agency 
during the critical programmatic phase when ihc Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) raised 
concern lhat a careliii consideration of Local plans and policies bad not been made. You assured 
the federal oversight agency that such a review would take pbee during the segment phase which 
is now almost complete. 

‘^Thorough analysis of site-speci/ic. local area, andfocused regiomi cumufative effects, 
incfudtng specific urban development projects, tvilf be mrderta^en as part of future 
projecfdevef environmental review, when this infitmiafion will be available and more 
relevant to substantive impact analysix .'' fFrOgraminalfc Recard of Decision IQHS, page 

m 

Curiously, you justified not Considering Kings County's land use plan at this point in the process, 
when you first made the decision to poieniially impact our eouniy hy selecting (be Central Valley 
as ihc preferred corridor, because you found local plans lo be outdated and unreliable. 

‘'USEPA's suggestion that local general plans be used to indent iff reasonably 
foreseeable projects is not appropriate for this Program EIR/EIS. Every off and county 
is required by CoUfomia law to addpi a general plan, but, except for housing elements, 
general plans are not comprehensively updated on a regular periodic basis pursuant to a 
sfatidoty schedule. Each eff and county t/etermines wAfw to update its general plan. 
Comprehensive updates are bath unpredictable anti irregular. .. . Pdr preparing a 
cumulative impact analysis Jbr thousands of miles ofalternative transportation corridors, 
the general plans did not provide a reliable and consistent infortttaiton base for 
identiffing reasonably foreseeable future projects to use in analyzing cumulative impacts 
in a consistent manner for the system as n whole, f ROD J6J 

A review of the local plans you consulted during the Progranimaiic phase as staled in your sludy 
reveals (bui no eonsidermtion was given to Kings County’s general plan ai that time, nor is their 
evidence ihat (be Supervisors of the County were appfi.sed iba( a High Speed Rail corridor oouid 
poieniially be routed through Kings County prior io ihe decLsion being made. 


JiHCptuC. SyatsMUhnifHffiflfltif 
Frdml Pjilroid AjduiinclriUiQni 
NuvEinlbet 1, 2ai I 

Had the Authority and your Administration not rejected the ERA’S recommendation, you would 
have learned that we were in the process of updating our general plan presenting an opportune 
Lime to coordinate a potential high speed rail corridor that would be compatible through our 
County. However, you failed to do so and now unlbrtunatcly substantial conOicts exist between 
your project and our plan today that could have been avoided had you complied with the lavv. 

It is for Ibis reason thal NEPA directs your agency to meet early with local governments, provide 
substantive details to the local governments, and coordinate federal plans with local |ovcmmertis 
so that these unnecessary conflicts am he avoided. 

"'Agencies shall integrate the NEPA process with other planning at the earliesf possible 
lime to insure that planning and decisions reflect environmental values, to avoid delays 
later in the process, andio head off potential conflicts. " (dO ORE 1501.2} 

As we informed you in our last letter. Kings County undertook an extensive plan revision 
process in order to embrace the California Legislature's mandates and the San Joaquin Valley 
Blueprint seeking lo coordinate compact and efficieni urban gnoivih within the eight counties lhat 
make up the San Joaquin Valley. As a result. Kings County updated all City and Community 
District sphere of influence growth boundaries and removed 11,000 acre.‘i from future growth 
consideration for agriculture protection. This action received ihe California Association of Local 

Agency Formation Commission's "200S Project of (be Year Award.” When the 2035 General 
Plan revision for Kings County was adopted in Januaiy of 2010. after going through a rigorous 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) process under the California EnvironiTientol Quality Act, it 
was promoted as the "model” plan for other counties to follow by ihc Attorney General's office 
because of iLS compliance with the law, specific and detailed planning directives, and clarity to 
guide the future prosperity of the County. 

Every acre of our eouniy was considered for its highest and best use, Urban growth and 
agricultural produciion was meticulously balanced and planned to be more than compatible: with 
each other, but symbiotic with each other so that as our population grows the social cohesiveness 
and uniqueness of Kings County and our local cconfjmy is preserved. The services provided by 
the county and the cities residing within our Jurisdictinn were coordinated and Iwundarics 
defined so that the health, safety and welfare ofour ciii/ens could be efficiently met without 
redundancy. 

Wc determined where urban growth best fit within our county and where ihe most productive 
agricultural areas should be maintained, as well as, what transportation corridors should be 
expanded to ensure efficient movement of our agricultural products and mobility of our citizens. 
Our goals were to maintain ihc high qualily and unique way of life found in Kings County while 
planning pTOgje-ssively under the new smart growth principles adopted by the state. Wc 
succeeded, so much so thal the plan is held as ibc mi?dc] for other counties in California. As 
such, you would be hard pressed to characterize our plans us ’"unprcdlciahlc and irregular." 
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However, even after all this careful planning, one prapnsccl decision by ynur Admin isiraUDn to 
ereaic a new iransponaiLon corridor for the Calilbmia High Speed Rail ihroiigh our prime 
farmland has i he potential lo destroy years of careful planning designed lo ensure the future of 
Kings County. If the project is approved as currently proposed, il will cause irreparable harm to 
Kings County. 

1130 decision of yours lo ignore the specific policies of our plan is a flagfani violaiion of federal 
law. Our plan is not an unreliable and outdated document. 11 is an updated, relevant and detailed 
documcnl which we use daily to guide the development of this county and conlinually rely on as 
wc coordinate our services with regional planning eRdns and the Kings Coun^' AssociaiJon of 
Governments. I bc EPA was correct in their assessment that at the very least our plans and 
planning process should have been considered ai the programmatie phase. 
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emergencie.s, and no void in insurance coverage zones so ihai all restdenis can receive reasonable 
rates. You tnove the location of one of our stations and you destroy the entire lire safety network 
we have meticulously designed. 

Additionally, Fire Station 4 is home to both Skyllfc and Cal Fite contract rotary wing aircraft, 
and is an FA A designated and approved base. Cenificaiion fur this site is expensive and tengEhy. 
Station 4 also houses the fire training facility and has an agreement with the College of the 
Sequoias to train new personnel. To relocate all of these components to a new area will not only 
cost our citizens tremendous expense and increased tax liability, but be extremely time- 
consuming and difficutt, You do not just relocate a Fire Station lo a new piece of ground. Many 
variables including proximity, safety, mobility and size of parcels must be considered. Fvldenlly 
these concerns are viewed as insignificant by you and the Authority as this issue was not 
weighed in the comparison of alternatives even though you were duly apprised of its impact. 


Six years laicr, your agency is now in the final stages ofconcluding your prujcci level sEudy for 
the Fresno to Bakersfield segment. Without coordinating your projeci with Us or providing us 
with dcEallcd projcci level specifics to help advise you as lo the compatibility ofypur plan with 
our polices, you have dcicrmincd ihat our plan is consistent with developing a new transportaiiun 
corridor through our prime farmland, consistent with creaEing a train station outside our 
designated urban growth zones, and consistent with a Heavy Maintenance Facility even though 
such facility is not listed as a permitted use under Kings County zoiiing policies. Either the 
drafters of the DEIS did not carefully read our plan or you have intentiodaily misinicrprcicd our 
plan Every aspect of ihc BNSF Alternative Route alignment to the east (the DEES preferred 
alternative) and wesi of Hanford Ehrough Kinp County d irectly violates the 2035 Kings County 
General Plan. 

II, Rekvaal Tmpacts to Kings County have not been Considered in the 
Comparison ijf Allcrnatives. 


Please understand Ehesc arc critically significant issues lo Kings County and we are aware of 
your duly lo study these in the DEIS and not kick this analysis further down the road after the 
decision to cause this impaci has been made. In faci, this is the purpose of NEPA. An 
environmerLtal -Study is not Eo be pursued in order lojusEiry an ouEcomc, '^Environincnial impact 
statemenis shall serve as the means of assessing die environmental impact of proposed agency 
actions, rather than justifying declsiotLS already made.*' (40 CFR 1502 .2(g)) 

While couns will defer to your discretion, they^ will onEy do so after thoroughly reviewing 
whclher or not you made a "good faith effon^’ to evenly weigh the alternatives. A "hard look" 
review does not include convenienEly overlooking critical impacts that could very well lead 
objective decision makers to support an alternative contrary to the one you prefer. In fact, we are 
confident that once a court is apprised of the multiple times we brought these impacts to your 
atientioti, and still you refused to address these and work to resolve the corfticts, your analysis 
will fall far short of its required duty. 
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The comments submitted by Kings County, which are incorporated into this Icticr as the basis for 
oor position to be coordinated by you, point to an abundance of specific inconsistencies with 
your plan and outright misstaleincnis as to what our plan requires. 

For in.stance, the DEIS states Ehat the "'Kings/Tulare Regional Station would be located nearly 
0.5 miles from the nearest rural residential uses." (Page 3.13'A“13) This statement is factually 
inconeci a.s is pointed out in our comments. The potential siailon sEie is located less than two- 
hundred feet from an existing resideniiaf subdivision that coniains 25 lots. The tracks from the 
HST project would potential ly eliminate at least half of these residential sties, a dciuii and impact 
(hat you conveniently failed to notily the public and decision makers of in your comparison of 
aEtcmalives. 

Another egregious exampEe of this failure is that there is no mention of the loss of Kings County 
Fine Station 4 from your route selection even though the Authority was apprised of this on April 
19. 2011 in our first coordination meeting and you were noticed ofthis directly in our August 2"^ 
letter. We have meticuluusly planned the placement of our fire stations ^ that there is minimal 
overlap of (He districts, adequate proximity to other stations to ensure necessary iiuppori. in 


C. Kings CountyPlan baa been Falsely Represented lo the Public and Decision 
Mahers as Consistent. 

Beyond the many issues that have not been considered in the impact analysis, iherc arc many 
more that have been simply falsely stated. For cxainplc, in the Land Use Appendix in the DEtS, 
page ] 3 finds (hat the KingsTulare Regional Station beated to the cast of the city of Hanford 
would be consistent with Kings County’s General Plan, 

"Coj*wi4rrejTj. TAe KingpTahre Heghmil Slatiort would bs healed in Kings Counfy along 
the urban fringe of Hanford and wautd avoid sptkting large agricultural parcels. The 
j/arfofl site h zoned os Light Indusiriai Landw the south is also designated as Light 
Induxtriai. land to the southwest in the city of Hanford is designated as Conrmerciat. 
Therefire. the Kittgs/Tulare Regional Sfaiton would he located in an area plannedfor 
development of the station. " 
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The Kings County' goai you have sckcled in order to appear consislent with our plan is iis 

rcfllavi's; 

"Ltf Coa/ Bl, Piviecf agricultaml hnd? ihrougfwui the emd in particufar, 

niong the a /connnanhy fUsfricis and af tffe urban Jringe by maintainmg iarge 
parcel sizes and preventing the premaiure devehpment of incompaitbie urban wies. 

Inicrcsiingly^ ihe DJ£IS cites a general goal and makes no mention of (he specific polices ihcy arc 
inconsisEcrit with. One of these h 1 U Policy Cl .1 - I on Page LU-39 of our Land Use Plan, which 
you have been apprised of and which Is readily available lo the public for compliance revkw. 
This 

"Urban type land uses sttch as residential cotnmereial and indusirial that are located 
within Rural Interface areas shall remain iimiiedta the previously defitwd extent of those 
iattd use designation areas, Minor adjusttnenis between land may be cortsidered so 
long as land use cltanges do mi result in the e.Jr/>ianjr^ 0 M of Rural Residential zoning " 

In our commenls, 'vs'hich we encourage you lo carefully readi we point ou! why your plan is 
inconsistent with our policy. 

"The potential statio/h the track and the heavy maintenance facility are all located 
outside the Primary Sphere of influence of Hanford and outside ihe Blueprint Growth 
Area. Ha water or sewer service is available In the umneorporated area of Kings 
C&urtty. The Kings County General Plan directs urban growth to the Cities and 
Community Services Districts that are capable of providing urban services (water and 
sewerf Locating urban uses in agricultural area on prime agricttltural land does not 
preserve agriculitire. does not encourage city-centered urban growth, and is potentially 
devastating to Kings County agricultural i conamy." 

You are planning lo site a rail, siaiion and heavy mainienanc^ facility in an atea that is not zoned 
for sewer and water facilities. Revising our plan it> accommodate your project could ptJtentially 
require a new EIR siudy ai great expense (o the county. Furihcr, there is no discussioo of the 
cumulaiivc impaci of poientialEy having lo build a new sewage ireaimeni site lo aceommodaie 
ihc station. Even more troubling is thai (he expense of accommodating your rail station and 
heavy mainlcnance facilily is to be shouldered by Kings Counly. in fact you assured the public 
(hai this expense would no( fall on them during (he programmadc phase in order help sway their 
support. 

"As the project proceed^ to mare detailed study, local govemmenis would be expected to 
provide (throt^h plantting and laning) for tramfit-oriented development around HST 
station locations, and to finance (e.g. through value capture or oiherfinattcing 
lechnitjues) and to maintain the public spaces needed to support the pedestrian traffic 
generated by hub stations If they are to have a H5T station. " {Programmatic ROD page 
14J 


The mere selection of this station site violates our planning and zoning policies. The duly to 
consider these carefully planned policies is your AdminlslraEion’s responsibilily under NHPA. 
which you have neglected to fulPIL The assurance that you would do so was also made In your 
programmatie documenl. 

'^IVhen making future decisions regarding both the final selection of station locations and 
the timing cf station development, the extent fa which appropriate Rialion Area Plans and 
development primipies have been adopted by local authotifies will be considered. 

Denser development near liKT .stations will concenfrate growth in areOS conveniently 
located near stations, reducing the need la canverl land to urban use and improving 
conditions for comprehemive and extensive local fremsit systems. Local government 
would play a significant rote in imptementing station area development by adopting 
plans, policies, zoning provisions, and incentives for higher densities, and by approving a 
mix of urban land uses. " (ROD 50) 

Ills remarkable that since creating higher density growth areas around a slalion is a fundamcnEal 
goal of the staEion, you would place (he KingSiTularc slalkm in an area nol zoned for this use, not 
planned for (his use, and nol supported for this use by Ihc local aulhorilics. Still, you assure (he 
public in your environmental disclosure document ihat you will consider cxisiing principles and 
regulations of the local area when making your stalion site selection which leads one lo believe 
they w ill be taken liUo account. However, in Kings Counly, you falsely represent our position by 

claiming il is '^tonsistcnl'' instead of resolving (he very scrvCre impacts you intend lo cause. 

Every oiher devctoper that seeks to build a project in our County Is subject lo our existing zoning 
regulations. Instead of considering the impacls and working wilh us you simply insist that we 
change our lawslo suil your preference. 

Ironically, even though you falsely claim your project Is consistent with our plans, you do 
acknowledge in Ihe Regional Growth seel ion that there are conflicts with your project and our 
regulations. In fact you make a rare cxecplion to your well established principles of encouraging 
growth around the stalion sites. In a statement buried in the Regional Growth seel ion (3.18-28) 
of (he DEIS you acknowledge (hut "The Kings/Tulare Regional Station would not be located in 
an urbanized area." 'fbis is inlercsting since you have assured the public that stations wilt be 
placed in areas where services and businesses wilt be available for pedestrians and where ihere 
will be established ground transportation serviced. Tn fact, this is a critical element of ensuring 
(he H ST succeeds. 

However, you explain that ^‘Since the station would be located in an agricultural area, the 
Authority would support local govemmcni regulations to continue to discour^tge gnowih in (he 
agricultural area around (he Kings/Tulare Regional Station" 

There is no ddubi that this is artfully placed in the detail of the document $o that you can later 
claim that you worked lo resolve the confllets with our plan by making this one rare exception 
that violates your principles and purprosc for station locations. The statement fails to explain how 
Ibis will be accomplished and what resources wilt be used to accomplish the goal. While we 
understand your reason for Inserting this statement, we have no eonlldcncc that it will be 
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Tu I I'll ted. This stalcinciil combined with your rcliLsat to coordinale wi|h vs and misstating our 
posilior dcmonslrate^ m inienlionaL effort on your pad to deceive the pvbiic and cause 
irreparable harm to Kings County. 

At whai point during ibis project do you begin to support locai govcmmcni rcgulaiiortf? By 
mere seleciion of ibc station site in Kings Couniy you have aiready violated local government 
zoning regulations. Your duty urHkr Ihe law is to consider and wodt to resolve the conllicts wiih 
our plans not alter you made the decision, but before you cause ihc impactr Resolving conflicis 
does not mean missiating ovf position lo give the public the impression you arc consistent with 
our plans and iJtcn lalcr assuring us ihat everttually you will consider supporting Our local 
regulations after you have already violated them. 

Your assurance (hut cvenlualty you will support our local rtgvlfllions is an empty promise. 
Throughoui your process you have refused to follow federal law and made similar promises to us 
in the past, none of which have been upheld by you^ By way of ^secllic example, on June 7, 
2011, Mr. Abererombiet the HST Central Valley Coordinator, was asJtcd and answered the 
following question: 

"A4r. Abercrombie, ore you iruffcatirtg then iboi each and every oiw of the questions 
(hat wos raised itt this forufu (attemptedcoardimumn before Kings County board of 
Supervisors^ and others is going lo be identifted in the documeni [draft 


FJfUK}S[ ondmonswer or comment or response ginn? k that w/wf you ore saying?*' 
Mr. Abercrombie responded: 

"AH those questions are to be ottjwered in the environmeniat draft document and i'H take 
a gander - that is our mission lo accompHsh 
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Your proposal places the Kings/Tulare station in the middle of prime farmland that is isolated 
from utility services in an area specilicatiy zoned for no urban growth. Of the four stations 
planned on the segmeni^ this is the only station noi placed in a population growth area. 

Evidently, you presume to krtow more about our County than wc do and know betier where such 
growth should occur than those of us charged with the resporviihiliiy of doing so. This station 
location Is not only Inconsistent with Kings County's policies, it is inconsistent with the 
Authority principles. 

Ihis is only one specific e?campk of the adverse impacts imposed on our county. Vet, such 
issues are crilically important lo a tncaningful analysis of the environmental consequences of ihe 
project as I he courts noted in v. Resor (4d3 f. Supp 1355) where the U.S. Corp of 
Engineers failed to meaningfulty consider the cumulative impacts of flood conlrol to down^ilream 
residents. The impacts considered were selectively chosen by the agency in order lo reach the 
preferred outcome sought by the agency. 

Further, you have failed to meet the purpose of the staiion which is lo be located in an area 
designed to encourage high density urban growth. Irtsicad, you have situaiod the siatlon in the 
middle of prodiiciive farm land. Raiher than addressing the ineonsistcnoy with our plans and ihe 
ditTicultles this will place on our county, you have avoided the discussion and unilaterally 
dcicrmincd thai your plart is consistent with our policies. You have misrepresented our position 
Ed ihc public and decision makers regarding ihe compatibilily of ihis project wilh our County 
plans. 

Your DEIS is riddled with such conclusions on critically important issues that should be assessed 
in a sufficient DEIS. As we have looked closely at your analysis, wc have found there is a 
pattern of misleading ihc public as to consistency of yOUr projeci w ith ouf plan whenever 
conflicts arise. ITicsc conflicts have been clearly documenied in our comments which wc have 
incorporated by reference inio this letter. 


Wc have no eonfidence chat someday soon you will change your praciicc. This is the precise 
reason we revoked our earlier resolution and now oppose any ponton of your project through 
Kings County, 

In your DEIS you reiterate the primary principle behind siation site selection is to encourage 
high density urban growth, aivd you note that ihc Authority has adopted HST SEatien Area 
■development Policies based on ihc following preml.se: 

"For die high speed train to be more mefut omiyield the most benefit, if is important that 
the stations be placed tvhere there wit/ be a high density of popuiaiion. Jobs, commercial 
aeiivilies, entertainntent, and other activities that generate personal trips. The success of 
HST is highly dependent on land ase patterns that also reduce urban sprawl, reduce 
conversion of farm land lo deveioprnent, reduce vehicle miles traveled fVMT) by 
automobiles, and encourage high density development in and around the flST 
.'aalion. "(DEJS 2-9J) 
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D, Ciiurts Require (lood Faith Consistency Review and Considcralion uf all 
Relevant Local Plans 

lAliile we recognize- that courts arc reluctani to rtplflct their judgment with that of the agency 
charged wilh having the expertisc on the subject maitcr, this deference by ihe courts comes after 
determining that the study process was noi arbitrary and esiprlcious, after determining there was 
no abuse of agency discrciion and aficr adequate and complete siudy in accordance wilh the law. 
The Fresnoqo-Bakcrsficld Scgmcni DEIS fails on all ihree counis. 

Wc also recognize lhai courts are not quick lo overturn an agency decision w hen unresolved 
conflicts are raised in general terms providing no specific issues for the agency to address. This 
will noi be Ihc ease conceruing Kings County. In fact, ihe opposite is true, Kings County has 
raised ihe specific confliciS on now numerous occasions and you have refused and conlirtue (0 
refuse to address. Instead you have made an assessment of the impacts so general ihm even by 
your own admission you have found it hard to identify any truly compelling differences between 
altenialives. 
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The issue as lo whether or noi you have a duly under the 3aw lo be con$i$(ent with kscal pl&ns 
and work io resolve conflicts was addressed in City p/ Davis v. Coleman (521 F 2d 661)- The 
court found ibai the California PcpariinenL off highways had failed to properly consider the local 
plans of two cities aU'ected by a proposed interchange when assessing the alternatives.. 

property drqfied DSR shouU allow FHWA, >vhich has the ftnal say on commitmertl of 
federai ftinds, andfor n-hose beneft the DSR is prepared, lo compare the project as 
planned and the alternatives not only on the scale- of economic costs and benefits but also 
with respect to social economk and environmental impacts and comistency with local 
planning It is not for us fo st^ what weight FHWA or slate highway departments 
should, in particular cases, ocicwef to these ofien conflicting considerations, but when a 
DSR entirety omits analysis of the JocroiT, environmental and planning effects of 
alternatives, a crucial element in dre con^essionaliy mandated decisionmaking calculus 
is lacking, and dte 'consideration' which the statuie and regulations comemptate cannat 
lake place, "jemidiasis added; id at 682}. 

The court atso admonished the transportation depanment for picking and choosing which plans it 
wotild consider when making its analysis. 

'■ The DSR aitd AEE also foil to take into proper account the effect of the project as 
proposed on Davis ' urban ptamiing. Davn; submitted hundreds ofpages of its planning 
df^uments and they have been included Os a separate valumc of the hearing transcript. 
Btu neither the DSR nor the AEE mokes even a single reference to the contents of these 
documents. The Kidmil s project conjijfejK?/ with the urban planning of Dixon pttd 
Solano County does not relieve the defendants of their obligation to consi^r the 
project's consistency with Davis ' urlmn planning and to disclose in the DSR the nature 
arid extent of any conflict. fid at 683). 

Kings County has a detailed, updated plan that your analysis has marginalisted through general 
statements that are ractually incorrect. Many specihe social, economic and environmental 
confliets are not even addressed. We are hard pressed to see how your study will be found 
sufTicicnl under the law. 

Ir Alternaljves Analysis did not Adiequalely Compare the Affected Environment and 
Environmental Consequences 

A, The Altcrnalive Through Kings County was Selected with a Bias Against 
Kings County 

At the conclusion of your programmatic phase for (he CA iiigh Speed Rail in you 
eliminated from further consideraiion the aliemative to route the rail along the 1-5 Corridor, 
which follows the foothills of the Central Valley in preference for a route that would travel 
through the center of California's prized agricultural region. In making your determination, you 
summarize the reasoning as follows: 


SzAbii., AdminifUQlvr 
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TAi? eliminated corridors included ... an Imersme Highway 5 corridor, which failed to 
meet bo-dc project objectives of maiiimizifig intermodal opportunities, tnaximisirig 
conneciivity ond accessibility, and providing transit connections anti multi-modal 
sioriotts, and additionally would result in increa.sed intompatibility with land use 
ptonning .'' (Programmalic ROD page 10) 

We then Icam in the altcmalives analysis which ‘land use planning” efldrts were taken into 
account in the discussion of the key criteria used to compare the altentaiives. iTiesc were; 

"Land Use Compaiibility: Substantial incompatibility with current or planned local land 
use as defined in local plans wru considered a criterion for failing ro meet project 
objectives. " fProgrammatic 2^} emphasis added 

In the chart comparing the different corridor options you document that the l-S Corridor was 
eliminated because of incompaiihiEity with local land use plans. 

"Incompatibility with current or planned local land uses ai dejined in local plans that 
would fail to meet prajeci objecrives. ” fPrografirmatic 2^32) 

This was not your primary reason, it was your secondary reason, which you found impcutani 
enough to ntJte as one of the considemiions when weighing alternatives. 

When the EPA pointed out that you should be making a closer analysis of local plans, you 
responded by stating they were loo unprtrdiclable to rely on at this stage, ycl one of your 
determining factor? for eliminating the 1-5 corridor is precisely because of incompaiibility with 
local plans, presumably just the plans on the 1-5 corridor since we already know that one Centra] 
Valley local plan, the Kings County plan, was n^ considered. 

A review of the Kings County Plan should have been made in order to fairly compare the Central 
Valley corridor with the I-5 option at this programmatic phase, as the City of Davis court pointed 
out. 1 lad it been considered, a different outcome might have been reached. You would have had 
to make a more in-dcpih cumulative impact assessment. Tliis is precisely the point of HFA's 
comment which you summarized. 

USEPA commented that /he Final Program ElR/ElSdid not contain a tand<tcape-level 
cumulative impact assessment for all sensitive resources, and did not address a 
comprehensive set of reasonably foreseeable projects. USEPA suggest that a different 
cumulative impacts analysis may have resulted in different cam lmlons or different 
mitigation opiiom ... ” (Programmatic ROD S4) emphasis added 

There is mention in the programmatic document that fcgicmsl plans were considered, yet yemr 
criteria and basis of elimination of the [-5 corridor was specifically for “local pians.” 
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Eilhcr vou have violated your own criteria, or you 4eiermined not lo review all of the local 
county pbns when compering the alteniatives. This is a violation of any notion of a good faiih 
analysis. In cither cvenl, the Siaiuic requires a fair atid reasonable comparison of the elemenls 
that can sway or determine ihc outcome of one allereativc over another and couns have upheld 
this duty. 

We recognize lhal the opportunity lo challenge the programmatic document directly in coon has 
passed, but we are also aware of the conrKctod relationship between tier one and tier two 
documents. While each EIS is cxpceied to meet the futl test of adequacy on its own, the tier two 
documents cannot be severed from its parent statement. In this case, a review of the 
commitments made from the programmatic stage lorward can be considered in order lo 
determine if the agency's behavior has been srhitrary and capricious. 

The programinaEic analysis also points to considerable Ictcal support for the SR-W corridor 
(which places the corridor through the middle of the Central Valley) over the 1-5 corridor as 
another compelling reason to advance this alternative. 'The Commissioni received resoEutions of 
support for ihe SR-W corridor from nearly every Central Valley city, county, and regional 
govemmcrtl (Programmatic 2-35).“ Kings County eanitol ^rpeak for other local governments, but 
our position was that the HST should be located in existing iransportaiion corridons, as was the 
will of the people when the authori7ing Inmd paissed supporting development of a high speed rail 
system in California. To the extent that stayed within existing corridors, wc wetic 
supportive of this alignment. Any effort to create a ’'new corridor" wc oppo$ed. 

The discussion of station alignments identified Ihe city of najiford in Kings County as one of the 
potential sites and said that this "would be located along the BNSF alignment in the vicinity of 
the existing Amtrak station in Hanford. 'Ilic Hanford Station site would likely avoid impacts on 
social, etxuvomic, natural and cultural resources (3-64)." This poientiat station site was carried 
forward with the understanding that it would follow exiiiting iransportaiion corridoTs. 

In the fall of 2010, you released an Alternatives Analysis Report for the Eresno-lo-llakersfteld 
Segment without any public comment wherein you reduced the 24 variations of four major 
alignments lo one. This then only allows the public to comment on “no build" and one route 
with four bypass variations through rural cities during iJie DEIS phase. Kings County was listed 
in the Alicntative Analysis Coordination Plan as an "inierestcd local agency," which simply 
meant we received general reports occasionally during this Study process, but no opporttinity to 
review project level specifics or provide substantive input. 

The very critical decision lo determine whether ihe HST would follow the existing SR-99 
corridor or three other existing corridors was made wjthoot coordination with us even though wc 
were directly impacted. There is only a very general mention of our plan in the Analysis, 
demonstrating that the necessary consideration of our position was again overlooked at this 
critical point in the process. 


The altcmative advanced included (he preference for a '’new corridor'^' through most of Kings 
County, and yet, once again this was done without a proper comparison of environmental 
consequences. 

In ihc Alternatives Analysis, One of the criteria used to compare the corridors was land use. 
■'Measures include; supports irausil use, is consistcni with existing adopted local, regional und 
state plans, and is supported by existing and future growth areas." (Preliminary Aliemaiives 
Analysis Page 2-3) liie alternative now being preferred goes to the east of the city of Hanford, 
creates a new corridor through prime farmland, is not sited where transit use is supported, is 
inconsistent with Kings County's Cicneral Plan, and is outside an existing or future growth area. 
It is simply not compatible with this area of Kings County. 

In this same analysis, two similar routes were also considered, bui eliminated. These were 
alignmciUA that followed the SR-9$ existing route until reaching the city of Visalia where an easi 
of Visalia and west of Visalia "new corridor” alignment was studied. The Alternative Analysis 
removed these fwm consideration for the following reasons: 

"TAi? M-ie-ff of 99 and Eo-if of 99 aitemafives wre borh tamitier?d 'gr^^njield' 
ctiiernatnvs. passing largely through farmla/ui. Both alternatives were eiiminaiefi 
because of their potential impaeis to osriculturai land and iheir inconsisiency with the 
objective of following existing transporiation corridors as a method of minimising 
enviraninental impacts ." fS-2} 

Curiously, the Kings County alignment selected meets these criteria for elimination. The seleaed 
BNSF alternative para!lei's the BNSf route until right before reaching the Kings County line 

where ii is routed cast of Hanford creating a “new corridor' ihat destroys prime farmland, 
destroys land-S designated for conservation mitigallon, cuts off hundreds of vital roads necessary 
for citizen's mobility, our critical agricultural economy and our nceessary emergency services. 

A station is planned outside of the city of Hanford in an area planted primarily with perennial 
fruit and nut crops that take several years to establish. The rail crosses over half of the 25 
residential lois in an isolated residential area surrounded by agrleultural preductitm. 

There is no explanation in the Ahemstives Analysis as to why the farmland east and wcsi of SR- 
99 is more valuable than that in Kings County. There are no distinguishing facts presented in the 
analysis that would lead one to rationally determine a significani difierence between the two 
routes. However, had you and the Authority coordinated with Kings County and considered in 
your iinalysis the confiicis wc have shared with you on numerous occasions, a dilTereni decision 
would approprialcly have been called for, 

You describe the Kings County alignment in the DEES as the following: 

''Approximately 30 miles of the BHBF Akernairve woaid be in Kings Comty. The 
aliernairve would pass east ofthe city of Hanford paraliel to oifd approximately £?.5 mile 
east of SB 43 (Avenue Sj. South of Hanford in the vicinity a/ Idaho Avenue, the BHSF 
Alternative would curve to the west and then south fowa^ the BbfSF Badway right-of 
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TV a/ignment rtfimd iu this arcti w mvMd special aqticiiic features rtorih o/ 
Corcoran and east of the BNSF Raiiway. /he afignmeot would rejoin the BNSF Railway 
rtghl-ofivayan its western sidejusf north of Corcoran andiravei through the eastern 
edge ofthe city of Corcoran at grade. The maforify of this part of the alignment would 
pass through etgrituharol land except where it travels through the city of Corcoran ” 
(DEIS 2-59; 

Tlic staiemeni noi highlighi ihe creation of a ' new corridor'" ihroogh King^ CoiiriEy; rather ft 
passively meniions ihai a majority of the alignment goes thnough agricultural land. The analysis 
docs FMJt discuss the curoulative, direct and indircci impacts of dealing a ^“oew tonidor"" in Kings 
County. In fact, you can find no in^epth comparison between expanding an aireadiy cxistirtg 
corridor and creating a whtolc "new'" con-idcir. Even common sense wiH tell you that placing a 
rail iirte next lo an existing transponatiem corridor will do far less envirortmcntal damage than 
creating a whole new corridor ihat severs the existing ecosystem Further, if the goal is to avoid 
“special a(|uatrc feaiures," wouidn"[ staying on an exisiing comdor make more sense than 
creating r»ew ecosystem impacis? 

Oddly, however, no cnvironmenldl comparison is even allcrrptcd. In Taci, there is no real 
analysis made beyond an encyclopedic description of agricultural acres impacted, residences 
afTccted, and acres of Sensitive species travcr^d. Ilie signillcani and relevant cumulative, dircci 
and indirecl impacts on the human and natural environment are noi even addressed. The law is 
c lear that such an ana ly sis is not ai lowed: 

Ettvironmenial Impacf Sfaiemenfs shall ft# amlyfical rather than encyclopedic “ (40 
CFRl502 2(tt)) 

Even more imporianity, agencies are directed lo sharply distinguish between altcmaiives. 

'■ This section is the heart of the envirannsental impact statemem. Bmedon the 
information and analysis presented in the sections on the Agecfed Emironmeni (Sec. 
l5Q2/5}andihe Environmenta/ Cottsequences (Sec. 1502.16}, it should present the 
environmental impacis of the proposal and the alternatives in comparative form, thus 
sharply defining the issues and providing a clear basis for choice among optiom Ay the 
decision maker and the pnbiic. ” (40 CFR 1362.14} 

Vou are funher directed lo “rigorously expione and objcciively evaluate ail reasonable 
aliemativcs,"" and “devolc subsiantial ireaiment lo each alicmativc considered in detail including 
the proposed action so that reviewers may evaluate iheir comparative merits." (40 CFR 1502.14 
(4)and(b).) 

End it fails 


We have rto doubi thal ifa court is forced to evaluate your alternative analysis, it will 
the duty required despite the tens of thousands of pages of data you have compiled. 


JdiciiIi C- ShIw, A4niir>isif*lor 
Fcaerii RulrotJ AdminisuMioi) 

2.:0II 
Ptfif leofzs 

The determinaiion lo select the “new corridod"' alignment through Kings County is based on an 
assessment of where “not” to place the route without fully eonsidering the relevant impacis on 
I he area impacted. First, the I^gTamniatic decision lo route ihe rail through the Central Valley 
was made in part because the T5 corridor was in conflict with local land use plans, without 
considering Kings County's plan. Second, the Attemaiive Analysis decision toelimlnaie 
creatirtg a new corridor cast or west of SR‘99 was made in pan because these routes signiftcauiLy 
impacted agrieuliural land, without giving Kings County ihc same consideration. Third, the 
DEIS preferred route to ercalc a ""new" corridor through Kings County was made In part because 
it would be more henefieial to the aquatic features iwjrlh of the city of Corcoran, without 
accurately analyzing ihc impacts in the area directly affeeled. 

To reach this preference, you have avoided taking a hard look at the irnpaeis in Kings County, 
misstated our local Eand use plans and changed the criteria for your assessmcni when you entered 
Kings County. A couri will be hard pressed to find your ana]y.sis reasonable, fairly comparative 
and sharply defining. 

B. The Programniatic, AMemalive Analysis and DELS Failed to Consider the 
Unique Productive Value of the Central Valley 

Kings County Is the 11“^ large.si agricultural county in the state. It is a vital component of ihc 
San Joaquin Valley agricultural industiy. 77% of the land In our courtly is in productive 
agricultural use and we have plartned carefully to ensure that we remain one of the top 
agricultural producing counties in the slate and in the nation. 

JTtc San Jooquin Valley's importance to America and our contribution to this indusity cannest he 
understated. “Savuer." an iniemational high-end food magazine recently reported that our valley 
produces half of America's vcgciablc, fhiil and nut produce. In your DEIS you also take note of 
this importance. 

"At approximately J14 miles in length, the Fresno-to-Boik^rsJieid Sealon crosses the 
entire southern San Joaquin Faltey, dte most productive ogricultarai region in 
Caiifornia, and among the most productive agriciiliurai regiom in the world " (DESI2- 

The analysis deinoiisiratcs lhai you arc aw are of ihe signiEcance of the San Joaquin Valley to our 
slate, naitlon and the world. However^ you only acknowledge this critical and unique element of 
Ihc Central Valley aflcr you have made the decision lo impaci ibe Central Valiev by selecting a 
route ihat plows righi through ihc middle of the region. 

When you compared ihe J-5 corridor with ihc Central Valley alignment al the programmalic 
Stage, there was conveniently no mention made of ihe Valley’s sigoificant coniribuiion lo 
feeding ihc naiion and ihe world. There is an encyclopedic comparison of agrieuliural dollars 
generated by CBch county, but ihe analysis cnlircly failed to highlight and consider ihis unique 
and Important produciivc use of the Valley. 
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This is concerning since a priniar>‘ purpose of the High S|?eed Rail is to conccnlralcCEiiiromia's 
future population centers Bround ihc eorridof. You undersiand that placeiricnt of Che corridor 
witl dellnc where urban sprawl and dcvelopmcnc will occur and you matte the calculated 
decision lo both accommodate and diitcl this growth down the center of America’s most 
productive agricultural valley without even allowing the public To question the wisdom of such 
decision. The only analysis made was a comparison of data, number of acres versus pcopie with 
no real adalyiieal reasoning that took this unique faeior into accctml. 

'liiere ape mimerous CKampIcs in America where productive agricujtural regiOdts have been 
replaced by high density growth gradually paving over some gf our best farmiand - decisions 
made by wicli inicntioncd planners. It is for this reason that Kings County dtviclopcd a 2035 
General Plan that ensures that future growth wiFI occur where most appropriate and still provide 
for a thriving productive agricultura] industry. 

NEPA specifTcaliy calls for a '■productive use" analysis, not encyclopedic comparison of data. It 
requires that just as the natural environment be considered, the species, wetlands and wildlife, so 
toe should the human environment be considered which adds to the analysis the social and 
ecotromic Impacts. The “productive use” of the land is to be weighed heavily in the analysis. 

" J7if purposes (?/this 4ci are: To deciare a rtaiiomiipolicy which wiit encottrage 

produetive uad enjoyabie harmony between man and hh: environinent; ..." (42 USC 

4J21J 


L009-12 


L009-13 


In City pfTcitokce Springs v. Clough (9lS F 2d 1308.311J) the euufl calls attention to an 
agency's duty under NEPA to ''[rjigotiously cxpEorc and objectively evaluate all reasonable 
alternatives” to a proposed action f 4ft C,F.R. 3 5 02. Ml a) see 42 tl.S.C. 5 

4332f2)[C)fiiii, fSTubt) and its duty to develop a "detailed statement,’* (42 U.S.C. ■!? 4.332^211^ 1 
"sufficient "to give decision makers ... reimovcd from the Initial decision sufficient d^ia from 
which to draw their own conclusions.’ ” (Citing City nfT enakee Sprina.y 778 f-.2d ui MQ7 
(citation omitted). SulTicieney includes the duty to consider all critical and unique Impacts. 

Although NEPA docs not contain its own proivision for judicial review, under the Administrative 
Procedures Act, agency decisions may be set aside if arbitrary, capricious, an abuse of discretion, 
or without observance of procedure required by law (5 USC §706(2)). Sec also U.S.A.. 

itK’. V. AJfPC. 467 U S. 837, 843-844. 104 S.Ct. 2773. 81 I I d 2d i lOSjV The pattern 
demonstrated by the Authority throughout the MST environmental proecss is one of ignoring the 
impaels that would change your preference and only acknowledging their importance alter the 
decision has been made. This failure to follow NEPA procedure would be subject lo this 
standard of review and likely tcsull in a rcquircfncni to revisit the environ menial documcni based 
on failure lo meet the standard. 

3., The Fresno to Bakersbeld Segment does not have '‘Independent Ulihty." 

The purpose and need for the Cali font La High Speed Rail as stated In the programmatic study iS] 


'Tjbf Congr^s^. recognting, the profotthdimpitet of man‘s aciiviiy on the inietrei^ions 
ofalt components of the naioroi environment, particuiarly the profoumi injluences of 
popuioUon growth high-density tirhoniiaiion, indnstrioi expansion, resource 
exphimion, and new and expanding technologieal advances ... deefares that it is the 
cominaing policy of flte Federal Government in cooftetation with State and local 
governments . . . fo eneofe and marnfain conditions under which man and nature can exist 
in productive harmony, andfiil/ilTfbe social, economic, and other requirements of 
present and future generations of Americans. " (42 USC 43 31 fa)} 

"In order to carry out the policy ... improve and coordinate Federal plans, functions, 
programs, and resources to the end that the Nation may ... assure for ad Americans st/e. 
healthful, prtuffictive, ond aesthetically and culturally pleasing surrourtdings ... " (42 
USC 4221 m emphasis added 


"The purpose of the proposed HST system is to provide a retiabie mode of travei that 
links the major metropaliian areas af the stcHe and delivers predictable and consistent 
travel times. A further purpose is to provide an interface with commercial airports, ma.tT 
transit, and the highway network and relieve capacity constraints of the existing 
transportation system as increoses in intercity travel dentantl in California occur, in a 
manner sensitive to and protective qfCaii/omia't unique natural resources. " (ROD 6) 

Wc have already addressed that the programmatic study overlooked consideration of one of the 
must unique features of California, the naiiortal and inicimational value of the productive Central 
Valley, when making your decision to place the eorridor In the middle of this critical area. But 
other than (his, the purpose and need for the HST has been clear, to add another transportation 
option that would connect the current and future grow th from San Franc!sco/Sacramento (o l.os 
Angeles/San Diego. 


VtRi ignored this impact at the critical point in the decision making process when it should have 
been a primary concern. You mention it now at the segment phase when the decision to impact 
the valley has already occurred. Similarly, you have ignored the relevant impacts to Kings 
County by creating a “pevv corridor," something not even passively studied. You assure our 
County that you will support our local regulations aRer the decision to violate them has been 
made. There Is an intentional pattern evident in a review of all the impact statements which have 
guided the seleeiion of the preferred alternative Signlncani information has been missing 
throughfiiLit (he process. 


The Fcesrio-(u-Bakersfield Segment s[atemcnt reafllrms (his putposc. 

TjiTe purpose ofthis project is to implement the Fresno to-Bakersfield Section of the 
California IlSTsystem to provide tlK public with electric-powered high speed roil service 
that provides predictable and consistent travel times major urban centers and 

connectivity to airparts, ma.'ts transit, and the highway network in the .south San Joaquin 
Valley, and connect the Nanhenf and Southern portions of the system. ' (DEIS 1-4) 
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The quesEiori (hai, riccds [tj be is whether or noi the UEIS demciiistnites IhK scgmcnl: 
has ''indepertJeitl ulil isy” diid is funciieinal on its own? A crilica] clement, if not the primary 
element of ihis segment, according to your purpose and need sEatcnacnl, is to conned to the 
’‘Nonhern and Southern portions of the sysiem,” and to ’'implement the Fresno-tO'Bakersficy 
Section of the California HST system,’' The decisions regarding route selection have been made 
with this purpose in mind, such as where ihe Northern and Soulhom siaitions arc placed. 

Federal Railroad Admin istral ion reguiations for scgmcniing ofprojecls Is found at 23 CFR 
771.111: 

0 fii Cfrder to emure frteamttgfuf i^vofitaifon ojahietfiaii<ve!s and to avoid iownnsiments to 
troTupariaiion improvements before they are fully evaimied, the acfidn evaluated in each 
ElSarpnding of no signijicartt impact fFOblSl) shall: 

(1) Connect logical termini and be of sufficient length to address environmental 
matters on a broad scope; 

Q) Have independent utility cr Indepemknt signiflctmce, i.e., he usable and he a 
reasonable expenditure even if mf addifiotuti transportation mprovements in ihe areo are 
made, and 

(i) blot restrict consideration of altemotives for other reasonably foreseeable 
transpi}rtaiion improvements. 

In the Preliminary Altcmalivcs Analysis Report released in June of 2010, you noic for the first 
time that you have concluded the Fresno to Bakers licid Siegmeni meets these oriteria. 

"The project sectiens have sufficient length and logical termini to ensure that the 
projects could function effectively without requiring additional Improvements elsewhere 
and witftoui restricting eonsideraiton ofoliernaiives for other sections of ihe HST system 
ar transporfatiori improvements .'' (I-2} 

No further discussion wa.s made. There is no mention as to what factors were cx>nsiHiered to 
make this deiermlnatiori or what analysis process you went through. 1110 public and decision 
makers are simply to move forward withouE question that the segment meets the criteria based on 
your determination. 

Without the benefit of your analysis, we ate forced to evaluate whether the segment Is functional 
on its own by reviewing the programmaiic, ahemHiivc analysis, and segment studies. The 
determination docs not address the impact on cKisiing transponation hubs and Arnirak 
alignments. It docs not reconcile the Independent utility required by federal ARRA lundlng and 
Ihe "high speed sysicm” required by the bond ineasure anticipated by the High Speed Rail Acl 
(Prop. lAiABIOM). 

During Ihe programmatic pha.sq, you considered whether improvements to the conventional 
passenger rail service already In e>tisience could he upgraded to meet project goals. You 


Jmeph C- 574t)o, Adminirtfjier 
RiflroKl AdminisUtakiir 
November!. 2011 
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determined ihac it could not since travel times would still rentalti slow due to the nature of the 
shared tracks with Ireight tralTc and ‘'the service would stilt require iransferring to buses to 
travel between Fmeryvilte and San Foneiscoand between Bakersfield and Los Angeles," 
(Programmalie 2-18) You also found that the 11ST Altemaiive which was selected to move 
forward would create a social benefit by “Improving ihe iravcl options available in the Central 
Valley and other areas of the state with limited bus. rail and air service for interciiy trips ” (ROD 
18) 

Improper segmentation of transponation projects has been closely reviewed by the Courts. In 
the case Clairion Spari.<imen's Club v. Penn Turnpike {iS2 F. Supp. 455) the highway 
dcpanmcni was challenged as to whether a 17 mile segment of a planned 65 mile highway 
project had been impropedy .‘icgmcinted because it did not empty onto an expressway, rather 
ended in a more remote crossroads. The court did not overturn the transportation department's 
decision but rather found that “[djcspiie the obvious differences E>erwecn the features of a 
'crossroads' and those of a 'populatjon center,' each of them nonetheless naay qualify as logical 
endpoints for highway projects." 

\nClairton, roads connected to roads, vehicle traffic was directed into a conrKctcd highway 
system. Therefore, the deiermination of the ” logical termini” did not resErict or prevent the 
vehicles from reaching their destination. In the case of the Krcsno-io-Dakemneld segment, you 
have a rail ending at a terminal which connects to highways with ’'limited bus, rail and air 
service for intercity trips.** Without the other HST segments in place, the functionality and 
purpose of the rail fails, When a passenger reaches cither end of the segment, they must switch 
to another form of transportation, which you note is limited. There is no mention of taxi service 
in the report, so the question of how pedestrian.? will get lo their final destination is in question. 
You point out that people do not like to switch to other, slower services, such as a bus that would 
take them through to LA- Chances arc they would much rather gel ort a plane or drive. 

Additionally, the regulations require that the segment has to function on its own "if no additional 
iransps^rtation improvements in the area are made.” The question then becomes if Only the HST 
Fresno-to-Bakers field segment is built and there were no improvements to commuter rail and bus 
services, could the segment meet the needs and purpose of the project? 

In addition, courts have held that a scgrrKni cannot irretrievably commit federal fiinds for closely 
related projecls. This segment and the Merccd-to-Fresno segmeti! arc being pushed through the 
NEPA process quickly in order to secure the federal funding promised to initiate the project. If it 
were not for this federal investment, the nearly bankrupt state of Califomia would very likely not 
be pursing this project because it cannot fund this on its own. It is arguable that the approval of 
the Frcsno-iO'Bakcrsf eld segment will commit federal funds in order to keep this project from 
becoming a rail to nowhere. 

HST systems worldwide operate on public subsidies in order to keep ticket prices down and 
attract suffioient ridership. In the most successful scenarios, HST systems begin and end In areas 
whore the primary means of transportation is commuter services as opposed to private vehicles. 
For instance, a large population of those who live in New York and San Francisco do not own a 
car because they can easily reach all pnrts of the city relying on public and private taxi services. 
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However, this is noi the case in Fresno or Bjikcr^ficld as you have poiinicd ooi. Ground 
ir^nsponaiion is liiniicd. 

Tfw: benefit of riding the HST from Fncsno-to-BaJcersfietd is io conned lo a terminal that wilE 
continue ihnough to San FrinciscO or Sacramento^ the ultimate goa] of the project, tn fad, your 
studies show that “|mjore than 50% of thc intcrcii>' u^ve] market between the state's major 
metnopolilan regions is ejipected to have a destination within the Bay Area to the centra] part of 
the San Joaquin Valley." (tJhIS I-IO) CEtarly the most pressing need for HST service is from 
the hay area to the Central Valley, noi Fresno-to-Daker^tleld. This segment may become 
necessary after a Sart Francisco lo Fresno seement is built, but currently, as analyzed in your 
DFIS, (he main purpiosc for the segment is to conned to the other planned segments. 

Another instructive case is Taxpayers iVafehJag. Inc. v. Sfmley (S19 F, 2d 294). The Urban 
Mass Transpenatjon Administraiion and ^uthem California Rapid Transit District sought to 
build an lg.6 mile rail service between Los Angeles central business district and North 
Hollywood. The project was approved after completing a proper CIS, The transit district was 
unable to fijnd the lull project so they prepared an environmental asses.sircn( with the alternative 
to build only the first four miles To insure that the 4 mile project would be an independent 
operable segment.'' They did a proper study focusing on the quest ton of whether the 4 miles was 
necessary and able to stand on its own if the rest ofthc line was not built. In their analysis they 
looked at only the 4 miles in isolation from the remaining segments. 

The court ruled with the agency finding “although expansion of the rail system may be desirable, 
the substaritial utility of MOS-l as an indcpeudeoi rail segment serving the CUD docs not require 
the construction of additional rail miles to justify the building of MOS-l alone." 

In Taxpi^rs, the first four miles began in one ofthc most populated areas in the .stale. It 
connected to an area wiih suirtcicni, not limited ground imnsponaiion services. In this case, 
however, the same is not true, as is concluded from your own study documents. 

As to further evidence that the Fressno-to-BahcrsficId segment docs not have independent utility, 
this segment has been analyzed as a part ofthc statewide pjojeci not indcpcndervt from the 
project. For instance, the cost of purchasing the train itself is completely left out ofthc equation. 

"These costs do noi indudi aetjuiring HST vehicles because they ore pari of the 
sfolewide If ST Sysiem and are noi aysadaied with consinciing individual seefiorw .'' 
fPEfS3 2j 

The Fresno-to-Bakereficld segment consists ofa new railroad tine, four stations. Heavy 
Maintenance Facilities, but. no train set. How can this stgrrKnt possibly meet the purpose and 
need of the project without at least purchasing the train? If instead, the segments Ihom San 
Francisco to Fresno were completed and had operational trains, then it would be rational to 
conclude that this segment could be evaluated without the purchase of a train set since it would 
simply use those already in service. But, for the scenario before us loday where this eonecivably 
is the first segment, the analysis must include the cost of a train. 


Itneph C. Suba, AttminldiTjcir 
Federal Rlltnnl AdmirtFjrtTHin 
ht0V£niacr2. JQII 
fage 22 dim 

It docs not because this segment was never designed or analyiicd for the purpose of functioning 
on its own. 

Wc do not criticize the goal of creating a statewide HST system, but must question the method, 
mat if the other segments arc not buiJt? Will the Ceniral Valley be saddled with a rail to 
nowhere? If the true goal was to improve transportation in Ihc Central Valley, would High 
Spe^ Rail be the alternative selected, or would decision makers select upgrading existing modal 
facilities instead? If reaching the population centers of the valley was the injc goal, then would 
placing one of the four stations in the middle of prime farmland be the aliemativc selected? If 
connecting the bus, rail and airline modes is the true goal, then would a new corridor be 
developed that routed the train around the city of Visalia and off the main (rgnsporiation arterv, 
the SR*99 corridor? 

The answers cannot be found in the DEIS because the questions were never considered. Ilie 
Fresno’to-Bakers field segment always been viewed as a critical pari ofa larger system. 
“Independent Utility" was scarcely an aftcirthouiht. 

We understand your assurance that if the HST project fails and all segments are not completed, 
the Fresjio-to-Bakersfield segment will then be used to service Amirak. An "if our project fails” 
approach (o planning Is poor planning at best. 

Y ou found that on average only one Amtrak train goes through the City of Hanford a day This 
finding is false. The fact of the matter is easily evident from the Amirak schedule. According to 
Amiralc, the Ssn Joaquin Route operates twelve trains (Train Nos. 702. 712, 7M, 71b, 704, 718, 
711,701,713, 715. 717, and 701) daily. All of these are scheduled for stops in Hanford, CA. 
Southbound trips stop in Hanford at 10 28 am, 12:09 pm, 2;44 pm, 5:54 pm: 8:39 pm, and 10:28 
pm. Northbound slops include 6:1 2 am, 8 32 am, 11:26 am, 2:42 pm, 5 06 pm, and 7:40 pm. 

The same number of stops occur in the City of Corcoran. Your simplistic assertion that only 
one train goes through Han Ibid seems to falsely imply that there is not a high demand 

for ridership in the Hanford area. In fact, you also anticipate that once the HST is fully 
Operational, the Amtrak service will probably discontinue in Hanford, Corcoran and Wasco. 

2010 rklcfship numbers for Amtrak indicate the foJlowing: Hanford Station had 187 865 
boardings during Fiscal Year 2010; Corcoran had 27,375, Bakersfield had 413,172, and Fresno 
had 352,737. 

‘mih ihe imrodvetion of HST service, ifje Amfrak Son Jfjaquin raii service may be 
adjttsied io function as o feeder service lo ihe HST Sysiem. With the introduction of HST 
service, pos.-setiger rail service eouid be disconiinued at Hanford. Corcoran, and Wasco 
Existing riders would shift to HST service as it becomes available (for example Jar Bay 
Area to hresna trips). The San Joaquin roule could be poriicuioriy imporianf as a 
conneciing service during Bhase J HSToperatiom, prior to tlw extension io Sacramento 
T^re would be a negligible impact uifder HEPA and a hss^fhan-sigrtificoni intpact under 
CEQA because existing passenger raii service woddnof be limiied or worsened as the 
HST maififains service between major eities on ihe San Joaquin route." (DEIS S.2-4Sj 


/^CALIFORNIA of Transportation 

11* I If 1 n *1 jl I Federal Railroad 
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loscphC- AdminisOilof 
Kcd^nl R?ilri>Bd Aclnunisif aiion 
November!. 20l I 

If lhai is the case ihen why create a “new" corridor outside of HanfordV It seems rvasortablc thai 
a "'sliarcd track” scenario should be cvatualed or at least staying in the editing corridor 
conskicred reasonable where a staiion can be placed an the population center of Hanford, next lo 
the Amlrak station cKpecied to be abandoned. Wc recognize that you conclude that sharing ihc 
track will force HST lo slow down and not meet ihe 22b mile speed mosi preferable. However, 
the queniiort is how has this issue been weighed in comparison to creating a whole new corridor 
through prime farmland? The answer is it has not. 

You have already determined early in this process that upgrading existing coanmutcr rail services 
dkl not meet project goals. Having a new rail Line for Amtrak lo operate while potentially 
abandoning a cument rail line and stalion-hub, will not change this oulcome but it will cause 
extensive environmental damage. 

Does the Frcsno-to-BakcrsIteld have "logical lermini?’' We don't know because the decision of 
where to place the station was made for Ihc bcncru of connecting to the other HST segments not 
yet approved- Whether or not these are the logical beginning and end points if this segment were 
the only pchrtion of the HST ^stem built has not been analyzed. 

Docs the Kresno-to-DakersncId segment dentonstrate "independent utility” or ''independent 
signircance,” meaning that it is usable and a "‘reasonable expenditure even if no additional 
transportation improvements in the area arc made'?" We don’t know' because the segmem was 
never analynscd with this objective question in mind. It was studied from a statewide perspective 
despite the studies segment tfllo. 

Does Ihe Frtsno-tO’Bakersfield segment " restrict consideration of alternatives for other 
reasonably foreseeable transportation improvements?"' We know it does in Kings County where 
a new corridor is being proposed which wilt force the Kings/Tulare station site to become the 
nucleus of aill future transportation projects in our County even though doing so violates every 
aspect of our icneral plan, Erajijiporlation plan and zoning regulations. 

llie Fnesno^to-BakersfieJd segment fails to demonstrate logical tcrTnini, independent utility and 
forecloses future iransportaiion improvemenis. None of these quesirons were asked and 
analyzed during this study process. The segment was always planned and viewed as a major 
component of a statewide goal. What damage is done to Kings County if it fails was never even 
considered. 

Summary 

We do not presume to toll you or the Authority how to create a statewide High Speed Rail 
system in the state of California. That Is not within our authority or expertise. We do, however, 
know how iransporiatlon plans best fit within Kings County. It is for this purpose that Congress 
plated on your agency the responsibility to ensure you coordinate federal plans with local 
gavemmenis early in the process in order to avoid conflicts. This duty is so simple and has been 
done many times in Kings County with other agencies lo the benefit of the project, the county 
and the people. Rut in this instance, Kings County has been shut out from this process. Why, we 
do not know. 


Joscpli C- Adrpjiirstrtor 
r^nl FUjlmd AdimniWaikin 
htdwfnbcf 3.3l]il k 
Fagc nr 26 


What we do know by way of review of all the environmental studies chat have led up lo this 
moment of impacting our county is that you have aihd continue to refuse to meet and discuss 
inconsistencies. You have intentionally and knowingly refused to consider important aspects of 
the problem. You have abused the very imponant agency discretion afforded you by NEPA and 
upheld by the courts. You have violated the very environmental statutes you are charged to 
uphold. 

A six month delay lo study a ‘"new” cojrtdtrr route along the west side of Hanford will not cure 
any of these deficiencies. Only selecting the “'No Build” option and beginning your study 
process over, this time In coordination with Kings County, can prevent irreparable harm to the 
county. Wc strongly sitggesl you consider doing $0- 


Sincerely, 



Tony Barba, Chairman 

Kirtg^ Courtly Board of Supervisors 


Enclosures: 

1. October 12, 2011 Icctcr Itom Kings County Board of Supervisors lo i.eavitt 

incorporating August 2,2011 letter from Kings County Board of Supervise to FRA 
which incorporates March 4 and May b, 2011 letters Irom Kings County Board of 
Supervisors lo California High Speed Rail Anihority 

2. Kings County Board of Supervisors Resolution No. 11-065 


cc: The Honorable Edmund G. Brown, J r. 

Governor, ^tatc of California 
c/o Stale Capitol, Suite 11?3 
Sacremento. CA bS8l4 

^.'fhonias J- Umbeig, Chairperson _ 
CaJifumia High Speed Rail Aulhurily 
770 ■’L'" Stjeel, Suite SOO 
Sacrafi«nto,CA 9SSM 

The Honorable Jim Costa 

U.S. Congressman, 20* district of California 

855 ”M” Su^ecl, Suite '? 40 ' 

Freino,CA b372l 
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Jraeph C. SstjAk, A4minism4cr 

iosqifa C, Sube, AdmiiMsujitif 

Fttlcfial RHtLraad AdministniHn 

Raiboad Adimloiinratiiiin 

NovcntibtT Z, iQ tl 

No4«nfccr 2,7011 


PagcTfratTa 

N ancj SuJlcy. Ch^ir 

The Honorable Sue Sorenscti, Mayor 

Cmincil on I'nviTicininenlal Quality 

City of Hanford 

1200 Pennsylvania Ave., NW 

3i9N. Douly 

Washington, DC 2040^ 

Hanford. CA 93210 

LT.S. EnvironmeiKal Protection Agency 

Tlw Honorable Willard Rodartnel, Mayor 

Region IX 

City ofLemnore 

Ctmnel] Punning, Transponatlon Team Supervisor 

] 19 Fos Street 

ItnvirrHiTncntaL Review Oflicr 

Lemoorc.tA 93245 

Curtiiftunitics and EtosysEems Divisrdn 


75 Hawthorne Street 

The HoneraWe "Toni" balricrra, Mayor 

San Francisco, CA 94105 

City of Cojcoran 


812 Whitley Avenue 

UlS, Atiny Corps of Engineers 

Corcoran, CA 93212 

Sacramento District 


Regulatory Division 

The Honorabtc Harliii Casida, Mayor 

Michael $. Jewel], Chief 

Ci^ of Avenai 

1125 “r Street 

919 Skyline Dlvd 

Sacramento, CA 95814 

Avenai, CA 932(M 

Dave While, Chief 

Jim Crisp, Ftesidcnl 

United States Dept, of Agriculture 

Kings County Farm Hureau 

Division Df^Talural Rcstnnccs Conscrvalion Service 

S70 Greenfield Avenue 

1400 Independence Ave., SW. Room 5105-A 

Hanfotd. CA 93219 

Washington, DC 20250 



Manuel Cunha, Jr., President 

The 11000131310 Michael J. Ruhio 

Nisei Parmers League 

California State Senate, 16'^ District 

1775 N, Fine 

lOlN. Irwin St., Suite 207 

Fresno, CA 93727 

Hanford, CA 93210 



The Honorable Mike Hnnis, Chairman 

The Honorable David G. Valadiw 

Tulare County Beard of Supervisors 

California Assembly, 30* District 

2809 W. fluneJ Avenue 

I4S9 W. Laccy Slvd.. Suite 101 

Visalia, CA 93291 

Hanford. CA 91210 



The Honorable Bob Link, Mayor 

tirian R. Leahy, Assistant Director 

City of Visalia 

Califbrnia DopAiUnent of Conservation 

425 F., Oak Stneert. Suite l£j| 

Division of Land Resemtee Proleetion 

Visa 1 la, CA 93291 

SOI-K" Street 


Sacramento, CA 95814 

TTw Honorable W 0 i(yne Ross, Mayor 


City of Tulare 

Karen RosS, Secrelaty 

411 E. Kero Avenue 

California Departmenit of Agriculture 

Tulare, CA 93274 


1220 “N" Slrcct 
^acj^mcnlD. CA 95 314 
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COUNTY OF KINGS 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

KIMCS COUNTY GOVEJIN MEHT CENTER 
W. LACEV BOULTVARDrHANPOilD.tA 
EXT. IHl, PAX; 

WfbSitf: 

OciOber 12, 20] 1 
Mr. Dan Leavitt 

California High-Speed Rail Aulfioiity 
Fresrwto Bakersfield Draft BIR/EIS Comments 
770 L Slrect, Suite 800 
Sacramento, CA 0S81^ 

Re: Catifarnia High-Speed Train Projeci: Fre^nn tn Bukcr^nelcl Seetinn 

August 2011 Draft Envimnmental Impact Repnrt/Statemcnt 
Count].' of Kings’ Initial Com men I Letter - Include Jn Recprd 

Dear Mr. Lcavinr 

The Couniy of Kings (Couniy) was preparing i|$ comments to the referenced documcni when it 
received a notice issued hy the California High-Speed Rail Aothority (Authority) on October 
2011, that the Authonly intends to Issue a revised DEIR/EIS in the Spring of 2012, The County 
offers the it^iiial comments included herein and reserves runtter comments for Ihe new DEIR/EIS 
arctic ipaied in Spii ng, 201 2 - 

The Couniy is a Coordinating Agency under the National Environmental Proieetion Act (NEPA) 
and t^cs its responsibility lo participate in the environmental review of the Project very 
seriously. The Authority, on the other hand, has consisiently reTmed to coordinate with the 
County lo resolve conflicts created by its proposed Project. The Couniy has identified its 
concerns In detail in the following oorrespondertee between the Couniy and the Authority and the 
Couniy and the Fedeial Rail Administration (FRA) imd incorporates same by reference into its 
comments lo be lodged in Ihe Record: 

1. March 4, 2011 letter Rom Kings County Board of Supervisors to Authority i 

2 . May 6,2011 letter from Kings County Board of Supervisors lo Authoiity; 

3- August 2,2011 letter from Kings County Board of Supervisors lo FRA. 

1 he Couniy was assured that each and every concern raised in the foregoing eoTrespondence 
would be addressed in the DEIH/EIS. Ihis has proven lo be false. The Couniy again requests 
that ihc Aulhonty specifically address and nt.solve each and every concern. 


I 


Mr. Dan Leavin 

California High-Speed Rail Authonly 

Fpesaoto Bakery Field Draft EIR/EIS Commenls 

October 12, 2011; Page 2 of 4 

Further comments and concents of the Couniy follow: 

1. The Aulhorily has failed and eoniinucs to fail to engage in any mcaninghjl coordination 
and consultation wilh ihe County as required by NEPA and CEQA; 

2. The Authority has failed to propose an alignment that follows existing transportation 
corridors as required by Ihc High Spetd Rail Act; 

3. The Aulhorily has failed to property consider in sulTlcieni detail the Highway R9 
alignment allematlve; 

4. iTie Aulhorily has failed to adequalely identify, analyze and miligate the Project's 
devaslaling impacts an the agricultural resources and economy of the County caused by 
devialion from existing Iransponation corridoTS; 

5. The Aulhorily has failed co identify, analyze and mitigate the FrejeeCs conflicis wlih 
applicable pcovisions of ihe County's GctKral Plan and ordinances 

6. The Aulhorily has failed lo act in good faith to comply with CEQA smd NEPA by 
allowing only 60 days lo review more ihan 30,000 pages of DEIR/EIS and doeumems 
referenced therein i 

7. The Authority has allowed the reviewing parties to expend an extraordinary amount of 
lime, money and resources attempting to respond to the 30,000 plus pages ivilhin an 
unreasonably short comment period, only lo be informed al the last minute that the 
Authority will issue a new cnvironmenlal document in the spring of 2012 that will 
reintroduce a previously preferred aliemative lhai was abandoned without explanation. 
This will require the reviewing parties lo expend additional amounts of lime, money and 
resources to review new technical information on lop of the exiting 17,000 pages, during 
a lime when financial hardship has stricken this County and State. 

S. The initial period of 60 days allowed for public rtview and comment was so 
unreasonably short that it precluded effective public participaEion. Therefore the Couniy 
would recommend thai Ihe Aulhorily consider a more adequate (180 day) public review 
period for the upcoming revised DEIR/EIS which is now due in spring of 2012. 

9. The Projeci Description is uncertain and incompkic and will be changed and aneded by 
the document aniicipated Jn the Spring of 2012. 

10. The analysis of ihe project’s environmenlal imped; is inadcquaEc. 
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Mr. Pan 

C&Eifomia IJigh^Spfod Rail Aulboriliy 
Fresno lo Bakersfield Dralr ElRyEIS Commenis 
Oclolicr 12,30M,P^B'^3of4 

11. The Proposed Miiigaiion Measures are incoirpkie and mefTecli^e and in many cases are 
improperly deferred. 

O. The DEIM/EIS did noi consider a reasonable range of altemalives (bat would avoid or 
suhslanllally lessen Ihe significani impacis of Ihe Project, 

After careful review of as much as it could lo dale, the County ha>i concluded that ihe DEIK/EIS 
fails lo fulftll MEPA^s and CEQA's fundamenlal objective of infonning I he public and Ihe 
decision makers of the potential significanl environmenlal elTecl:^ and mitigation costs of Ihe 
Project. The defects and omissions Idenlified to dale make clear that Ihc DEIR/EIS is inadeq-oale 
and incomplete and fails lo comply with the fundamental requirement of NEPA and CEQA. I'he 
County trusts that the revised and re-cireulalcd document will remedy the ubvious dcricieneies in 
the CKisting analysis and comply with the requirements ofNEPA and CEQA, 

The Project htmJ its polenlial signifieani environmental and economic effects are of cnoimous 
interest to the County and its residents. Accordingly, the County is submitting those initial 
comments in advance of the revised DEIR^EIS in a good^faith enbn to assist the Authority in 
preparing an adequate and eompleie assessment of the significant enviroiiimental impacts the 
Project will have in the Cenlrsl Valley. The County reqirests thai the Aulbority provide at the 
most Ciirlicst Convenience a Geographic Information Syslent (GlS) layer of the new alternative 
which will be added to the revised Projec4 so that the County can enter into Coordination with 
the Authority and provide meaningful comment for the Authority to incorporate into the revised 
DEIFVEIS in Spring of 2012. The County anticipates receiving the revised DEJR/EIS and 
providing addilionai commenis on The entire revised DEIR/EIS when It is rc-circijlaied in the 
Spring of 2012. The County also reiicrates its demand to coordinate the Project with the County 
Board of Supervisors in order to comply with NEPA and CEQA and produce a viable Project. 

Tin: County appreciates the opportunity to provide these initial comments and trusts that the 
Authority will fulfill lis duties as the Lead Agency to prepare and rC'cLrculate u revised 
PEIR/EIS that sceuratciy, adequately and completely defines the specific Project and discusses 
the extensive adverse environmental and economic impacts the Project will have. 

Sincerely, 

Tony Barba, Chairman 

Ki ngs County Board of Supervisors 


Mr. Dan Leavitt 

California High'Speed Rail Authority 
Fresno lo Bakersfield Draft EIR/E1S Comments 
October 12, 2011; Page d or4 

Enclosure: August 2, 2011 letter to FRA which incoiporales March 4, 2011 and May 6, 2011 

letters from Kings County Board of Supervisors to Califoniia High Speed Rail 
Authority 

cc: Joseph C. Szabo, U.S.DOT Federal Kailmad Administration 

Michael S. Jewel I. U.S. Army Corps of Engineer^ 

Connell Dunning, U.S. Environmental Pralcctlon Agency 


ll-.Uiinn SP<F.EP HAll.^DRIft-fllS InilptI COMMKMT LTR le !3110^ remmcnu^.dCKx 
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before the board of super visoks 

OF THE COUNTY OF KINGS, STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


IN THE MATTER OF REVOKINC A ND RESOLUTION NO. 11^065 

RESCINDING RESOLUTION 10 033 AND 
OPPOSING THE CALIFORNIA HIGH-SPEED 
RAIL AUTHORl'rY HIGH-SPEED TRAIN PROJECT 
__ ! 

WHEREAS, Calijicirtita voters approved Proposilicm IA on November 4, 2008 aod Lhe 
Lcgisidlure eodiricd (be iieHabfc High^Sptetf Passenger Traiit Boffd Aef Jbr fbe 7/*“ 
Cenittry fthe AeC; AB 3034; See Sireeis and Highways Code Sections 2704'2704.]}: bikI 

WHEREAS, ihc Act provides billion in bond funds lo finance a high speed 
eiectriried ireJn sy$(arn destined alcmi enisling (ranspartadEon corridDrs lo achieve mandated 
(ravel iimeg between pepulidton centers and to operate without lovenment subsidies!, that will 
cDonccl llic San Francisco Bay Area And Sacramento in the nonh, thiougb the Central Valley to 
Lo5 Angles, Orange CtHinty and San Diego in the soulh (eolleclively the “Project')^ end 

WHEREAS, federal Amcricwi Recovery and Rcinveslnicnt Ael ("ARRA") money has 
been aUocflicd to Ihc California high-speed (rain ProjecU end 

WHEREAS, a nine-member Cahroriria Higb-Sfmd Rail Authority ("Aolborily"} wss 
cppoiriled porsuani lo (ho Act and Public Ulilities Code Sceticn IB502D to plan and implement 
Ihc Pcojee( pursuant lo the Acl etrd aH applicable law and impfementing regulations; and 

WHEREAS, the Authority and (he Federal Railnjad Administrallon C'FRA") are eo-lcad 
agencies tor purposes of envirotuncnial review of the Project under (he Cahromia i^nvirotuitenlal 
Quslily Ael ("CEQA’') and the Nattona! Environmeolal Proleclkin Acl C'NEPA'’); and 

Whereas, mi May 2S, 2010. the Kings Gouniy tJoand of Supervisors resolved 
(ResoluiiOfi 10-033} that it; 

1. Supports the continuing development of high-speed raJl on a statewide basia; 

2. Supports a unified approach for the Centra] Valley, should (he rail be desi|naled 
ID traverse through it; 

2.3. Supports routes that use existing transportation conidors und righls-of-way; and 

2.4. Opposes any end all alignments wltere irartspoilalicin corridors do not exisl at Ihc 
present lime; and 

WHEREAS, revocation and reaelssJon of Resolulioo iO-C33 and opposition to the 
California High-Speed Rail Authority High-Speed Train Project is urider consideration based on 
the following Rndings: 


FindinEs; 

I, The Authority and FRA have failed and continue to fai I lo coordinate with Kings 
County regarding the Project and its impacts on (he health, safely and welfare of 
the County and ils local plannittg documents and ordinances^ and 

I, The Project docs not conform with ihc County's General Plan and related 
ordinances^ end 

3. Prior to release of (he Draft EnviTonmenial Impact Reporl/Environmcntol litipact 
Statement C'l^EIRyEiS”} for the Fresno lo Uakerafictd Section of the Project, the 
Aulhority and FRA sssiutd Kings County Board of Supervisors that local 
planning isstnu and health, safety and wcifore concons would be addressed in 
the DBlR/BlS, but it has not be done despite detailed concjpondcnee presented to 
the Authority and PltA Emd inltoduced in atEcroptod coordination raccllngs by 
Kings County Board of Supervisors; and 

4 . The DBIR/HIS defora mitigation analysis on many of the impacts that will affect 
not Only Kings County properly owners, but Kings Coomiy Government aivd 
Courtly staff ruBOurttes and fails lo resolve conflicts with (he County's Cencrat 

Plan; and 

5. The DEI R/EIS proposes that the BaVorarield to Fresno Section wMI not initially be 
eteulriricd^ in violation of Proposition l A, which rctiulres an elcelrilied high¬ 
speed Vain sysJem; and 

6. The DEIR/EIS further indieates that if the entire high-speed train system 
anileipated by Prop. 1A la not built out as anticipated, the track for the Bakersfield 
to Fresno Section will have ^'indepcjsdcnl utility" for Amtrak purpoaci and wilt 
qualify under ARRA IWiding reqoircmcnis. This oompLelely ignores the local 
investmerrt in the existing Eransportatlon hub and inlermodal connectivity end 
planning as well as ecoiiomic impacts on Bffecicd ttownlowns and the air quality 
and graenliDusc gas inipects created by. altering the hub; and 

7. The Froatw (q Bakersfield Section DB1H/BIB consists of more than 17,000 pages 
and itlles on leehnieal documents that combined total mora than 30.0(10 pag« yet 
Ihc Aulhorily provided for a 4S-day comment period with a token 15 day 
cxieriskin for a folal of dO days; and 

8. Just before oJtpimtlon of (he inadequate 60 day review period, rather Ihon respond 
to a Hood of requests fssr extension of the comment period, the Aulhority, without 
cvaEtmllng the impacla, issued a sEalement 1hal it inlends to retain the 60 day 
corumenl period for the DE!R/E3S, proceed with the separate MCTCcd lo Fresno 
Section DEIR/EIS, bui "rc-introduce on nltentalive route, the Hanford West 
Bypass altoraetive, along with an ehemativc station location to serve the 
Kinga/Tulore region’' end then issue a revised draft BlR/supplemenEal draft EIS 
for (he Fresno to Bakersfield Section only in Spring of20l2. Had the Authority 
eoordirtated with the County as requested, this may have been avoided, and the 
Authority's bad-faith b^vior has cxhausied local resources only to have to start 
alt over again in the Spring of 2012. To further domonstrale the Autbority's 
mismanagement of this Project and unwilliogress Iq occounl for local input, tlie 
Hanford West attecnalivo is retnliodueod as a prafcFmd alternative from (he 
Auttiorily's 2007 Visalla-Tulaie-Station Feasibility Study, which was adopted 
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wilhwl cnvircuHTietKi] tevicw, williouE oyjpcwli by ihc Aulhoriiy at contact with 
Kin^ County, and was previously atranJoned wilhtrai esiplanaiion. !n oeh«r 
wvrds^ it Adopted penkubr alignmcnis wjthoiiL public ur Agency inpul despile 
claiming lo ‘"lier"on’of the earlier genera! pfOgracnnialic environmenlBl 
doeiimcnt. Also, despite a Icltei from a federal responsible agency, the U,S, 

Army Corps ofEcigineers, suggesting dial ii should leccnsider (he Kanford West 
alignment (he Auihoriiy on M-ay, 20t 1 refused to Oompiy and lemained 
undeierrcd In hs effort to issue ihc Project PKIR^EIS, Now, at the end of the 
DEIR/EiS comment period, ihc Authority is bacl^traeking and indicating i| will 
leconsider Ihis altcmBlivet and 

The Authority's lack of Iransparency, failmo 10 cootdinale arnl fCSoIvc impacis, 
ignorarree of (he will of the people expicsscd in Prop. I A, and its '*aet now, ask 
forgjvervess lalc?^' approach to ihe Project, hflve causciJ the Kings County Ooerd 
of Supervisors to cevisil its prior Rcsoluilion 10-013. 

NOWt TifEREFORE, IT tS HERESY RESOLVED that the Kings County Board of 
Supervisors: 

]. AlTtrms ihe^ rtndirvgs heroin; 

2. REVOKES and RESCINDS Resolution 11/10-033 adopted May 25, 2010; and 

3. OPPOSES the Cedifornia HIgh’Spved Rail Authority iligh-Speod Train Project, 

The foregoing rc^kution was unanimously acfoplcd upon motion by Supervisor 
Joe Nevea, seconded by Supervisor Doug Verboon at a regular meeting held on ihc I &th day of 
October. 2011, by the following vote: 

AYES: Supervisors Neves, Verboon, Fagundcs, Valle and Barba 


NOHS: SiiriftrvisnrA 

ABSENT: 



County of KingSj Slaic of California 


IN WITNESS WHERE0E> J have scl my hand this I8ih day of October, 201 L 



Sp«a Rial i m I Roa DppMins KSA - FINAL 
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L009-1 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-08, FB-Response-LU-03. 

Project consistency with the 2035 Kings County General Plan policies (Kings County 
Board of Supervisors 2010a) is discussed in Section 3.13.2.4, Consistency with Local 
and Regional Plans; Section 3.13.5.3, Fligh-Speed Train Alternatives; and Appendix 
3.13-A, Land Use Plans, Goals, and Policies, Attachment 1. Because the FIST project is 
a state project, consistency with local plans and policies is not required by law. 
Nonetheless, to comply with the principles set out in Proposition 1 A, the HST System 
has been designed to minimize conflicts and to be compatible with future and planned 
uses to the extent possible. Accordingly, the analysis includes a review of the goals and 
policies of the local land use plans and other plans. Flowever, because the project is a 
state and federal project, the project is not required to comply with local and regional 
plans, and potential conflicts are not treated as environmental impacts. 

L009-2 

The environmental impact analysis compares the change from the existing conditions at 
the time of the Notice of Preparation to the changes that would occur during project 
construction, opening year, and in the future. The environmental impact analysis also 
compares the No Project Alternative to the project alternatives. 

L009-3 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-13. 

L009-4 

The Authority and FRA recognize the concerns of Kings County representatives and 
community members, and we wish to maintain an open dialogue about the project. The 
Authority welcomes the opportunity to meet with landowners and stakeholders. Project- 
level information has been shared at public meetings; made available at the Kings 
County project office; and provided through mailings, e-mail communication, outreach 
materials, and on the Internet. 

L009-5 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-05, FB-Response-SO-07. 


L009-5 

The current demographics and economic conditions of Kings County in relation to the 
other three counties were considered in all analyses, and these conditions are 
highlighted in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, Volume I, Section 3.12.4, and in 
the Community Impact Assessment Technical Report, Section 4 and Appendix B. See 
Volume 1, Section 3.12, Impact SO #6 and Impact SO #18, as well as Sections 4.3 and 
5.3 in the Community Impact Assessment Technical Report, for information on the 
Environmental Justice analysis and methodology. 

L009-6 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-08, FB-Response-GENERAL-16, 
FB-Response-LU-03. 

Because the FIST Project is a state project, consistency with local plans and policies is 
not required by law. Nonetheless, in order to comply with the principles set out in 
Proposition 1A, the HST Project has been designed to minimize conflicts and to be 
compatible with future and planned use to the extent possible. Accordingly, the analysis 
includes a review of the goals and policies of the local land use plans, as well as other 
plans. However, because as a State and federal project, HST is not required to comply 
with local and regional plans, potential conflicts are not treated as impacts. 

As shown in Chapter 7 of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, the Authority has been 
in contact with the County regarding this project many times during the CEQA/NEPA 
process. All notices required under CEQA and NEPA have been sent to the County in a 
timely manner. 

The Authority and FRA recognize the concerns of Kings County representatives and 
community members, and we wish to maintain an open dialogue about the project. The 
Authority welcomes the opportunity to meet with landowners and stakeholders. In 
addition, project-level information has been shared at public meetings, made available at 
the Kings County project office, and provided through mailings, e-mail communication, 
outreach materials, and on the internet. 
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L009-7 

The text in Appendix 3.13-A is correct. The Kings/Tulare Regional Station-East 
Alternative itself would be approximately 0.5 mile from the residential subdivision. The 
new road that would connect SR 43 to the new station would be approximately 200 feet 
from the subdivision. 

L009-8 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-01, FB-Response-GENERAL-05, 
FB-Response-GENERAL-21. 

Individual properties and projects were analyzed per the CEQA guidelines. The level of 
detail in the environmental analysis is to “correspond to the degree of specificity involved 
in the underlying activity which is described in the EIR” (14 CCR 15146). Therefore, the 
EIR/EIS is based on the level of engineering and planning necessary to identify potential 
environmental impacts and to identify the appropriate mitigation measures. 

L009-9 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-LU-03. 

For a discussion of land use planning consistency, please see Section 3.13.2.4 of the 
EIR/EIS. Because the FIST Project is a state project, consistency with local plans and 
policies is not required by law. Nonetheless, in order to comply with the principles set 
out in Proposition 1A, the FIST Project has been designed to minimize conflicts and to 
be compatible with future and planned use to the extent possible. Accordingly, the 
analysis includes a review of the goals and policies of the local land use plans, as well 
as other plans. Flowever, because as a state and federal project, FIST is not required to 
comply with local and regional plans and potential conflicts are not treated as 
environmental impacts. Also, refer to FB-Response-LU-03. 

The Authority chose to study a station in the Hanford area in keeping with the 
commitment made in the Statewide Program EIR/EIS to investigate alternatives that 
serve a potential station in the Visalia-Tulare-Hanford area as outlined in the Visalia- 
Tulare-Hanford Station Feasibility Study (Authority 2007). 

As discussed in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, the Kings/Tulare Regional 


L009-9 

Station-East Alternative would convert about 22 acres of agricultural land in 
unincorporated Kings County into a transportation use. The Authority would work with 
the City of Hanford and Kings County to discourage growth in the vicinity of the station 
by restricting onsite parking and encouraging transit to the station from downtown 
Hanford, Visalia, and Tulare, and purchasing agricultural conservation easements from 
willing sellers of adjacent agricultural lands. However, it is likely that the location of the 
station at this site would attract at least transportation-oriented commercial 
development. While current zoning allows for industrial uses of some of the land 
adjoining the Kings/Tulare Regional Station-East Alternative, most of the area continues 
to be zoned for agriculture and is in agricultural use. In addition, current plans and 
policies of the City of Hanford call for development to the west of the city and not to the 
east. This is partially due to the lack of sewer conveyance facilities on the eastern edge 
of Hanford and the expense of extending this infrastructure out to the proposed station 
site. The Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS notes that the Kings/Tulare Regional 
Station-East would change the pattern and intensity of the use of the land, would be 
incompatible with adjacent land uses, and is likely to result in some unplanned changes 
in the use of existing adjacent land. 

As discussed in Section 3.18.5.3, developing the Kings/Tulare Regional Station—East 
Alternative could remove a barrier to growth through the extension of infrastructure to 
the station. This would allow for more development to occur around the station and 
along the path of the infrastructure expansion. Developing around the stations may be 
desirable to business and residences by creating a direct transportation link to areas 
with more business and employment opportunities. That is, people could travel from 
Hanford to meetings or jobs in Bakersfield or Fresno more easily and quickly. Even 
given the Urban Reserve and agricultural land use designations surrounding the 
Kings/Tulare Regional Station-East Alternative area, the potential for the Authority to 
purchase agricultural conservation easements around the station (easements must be 
purchased from willing sellers), and the Authority’s vision for the Kings/Tulare Regional 
Station-East Alternative to act as a transit hub, the potential for indirect effects on land 
use in the area surrounding the Kings/Tulare Regional Station-East Alternative is high. 
Due to this high potential, the Authority could work with local government, the California 
Department of Conservation and non-governmental agencies to purchase agricultural 
conservation easements around the station to keep the land in agricultural production to 
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L009-9 

discourage direct or indirect growth around this station. However, the Revised 
DEIR/Supplemental DEIS does acknowledge the potential for undesired growth to 
occur. 

Section 3.13.5.3 discusses that the Kings/Tulare Regional Station-West Alternative 
would convert approximately 44 acres of agricultural, residential, and industrial land 
uses to a transportation use. Like the Kings/Tulare Regional Station-East Alternative, 
the Authority would work with the City of Hanford and Kings County to discourage 
growth in the vicinity of the Kings/Tulare Regional Station-West. However, it is likely that 
at least transportation-oriented commercial development would take place in the vicinity 
of the station, which would be incompatible with current land uses. Although the City of 
Hanford is directing growth on its western edge, future commercial development is 
envisioned closer to SR 198 than the Kings/Tulare Regional Station-West. Plans and 
policies for land use in the vicinity of the station site continue to be largely focused on 
agricultural uses. The Kings/Tulare Regional Station-West would change the pattern 
and intensity of the use of the land and would be incompatible with adjacent land uses. 
The presence of the station is likely to result in some unplanned changes in the use of 
existing adjacent land. 

As discussed in Section 3.18.5.3, the Kings/Tulare Regional Station-West Alternative 
consists of unincorporated land adjacent to the City of Hanford’s western Planning Area 
Boundary, and within the Armona Community Planning Area of Kings County. The 
station site would be located in an area categorized in the 2035 Kings County General 
Plan (Kings County Board of Supervisors 2010a) as Urban Fringe, in an area 
designated as a Primary sphere of influence. The “Urban Fringe” Land Use Category is 
intended to represent residential, commercial, and industrial land uses immediately 
adjacent to Hanford. The station site land use designation within Kings County is Limited 
Agriculture, as is all adjacent land to the west, north, and east. Developing a station 
could remove a barrier to growth through the extension of infrastructure to the stations. 
This would allow for more development to occur around the stations and along the path 
of the infrastructure expansion. Developing around the stations may be desirable to 
business and residences by creating a direct transportation link to areas with more 
business and employment opportunities. Therefore, the Revised DEIR/Supplemental 
DEIS acknowledges that the potential for indirect effects on land use in the area 


L009-9 

surrounding the Kings/Tulare Regional Station-West Alternative is high. 

L009-10 

The HST project is being undertaken by a state agency (the Authority) and a federal 
agency (the FRA). The HST project is not subject to the general plan policies or zoning 
regulations adopted by local governments. The Authority and FRA have consulted with 
public agencies during the process of planning and designing the HST project, including 
during preparation of the Preliminary and Supplemental AA Reports. In addition, the 
project must conform to the policies and objectives of the statutes and regulations under 
which the Authority and FRA operate. For example, the Authority must balance the 
objectives stated in Proposition 1A in pursuing development of an HST system for 
California. 

As stated in FRA Docket No. EP-1, Procedures for Considering Environmental Impacts, 
the EIS should assess the impacts of each alternative on local land use controls and 
comprehensive regional planning as well as on development within the affected 
environment, including, where applicable, other proposed Federal actions in the area. 
Where inconsistencies or conflicts exist, this section should describe the extent of 
reconciliation and the reason for proceeding notwithstanding the absence of full 
reconciliation. Land use impacts, including policy inconsistency and land use conflicts, 
are discussed in Section 3.13.2.4 and 3.13.5.3. 

L009-11 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-02. 

The Program EIR/EIS eliminated alternatives, including corridors, at a program-level 
using a broad set of criteria. The eliminated corridors included a San Francisco to Los 
Angeles only corridor, which would not meet the objective of linking the major 
metropolitan areas of the state; coastal corridors following Highway 101 and Highway 1, 
which would result in greater impacts to sensitive natural and cultural resources, higher 
costs and slower travel due to challenging topography and waters; and an 1-5 corridor, 
which failed to meet the basic project objectives of maximizing intermodal opportunities, 
maximizing connectivity and accessibility, and providing transit connections and multi¬ 
modal stations, and additionally would result in increased incompatibility with land use 
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L009-11 

planning. Therefore, land use incompatibility was only one of the criteria used to 
eliminate the I-5 corridor. 

The Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS evaluates a defined project, designed to a 15% 
level and therefore includes a more in-depth analysis than the Program EIR/EIS. The 
development of project alternatives selected for evaluation in the Revised 
DEIR/Supplemental DEIS utilized specific decision criteria under Section 404(b)(1) of 
the Clean Water Act and which included Consistency with Project Purpose; Logistics 
and Technology; Impacts on Aquatic Resources; Environmental Effects (including 
national wildlife refuges, parklands, cultural resources, agricultural resources, and 
displacements of residences and commercial and industrial facilities); Agency, 
Stakeholder, and Public Positions; and Benefits of Alternative. Therefore, some 
alternatives advanced for analysis in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS may 

Regarding using the SR-99 corridor, as discussed in FB Response-02: Alternatives, due 
to HST engineering and operational needs the HST alignment in the Central Valley 
cannot feasibly be built solely within the existing transportation corridors. Existing 
corridors are not sufficiently straight nor are their curve radii long enough to support 
high-speed operation along their full lengths. Safety considerations also dictate the need 
to separate the HST from roads and conventional rail (see Section 2.4.2.A, Alignment 
Requirements). As a result, the potential to construct the HST down the center of SR 99, 
as suggested by some comments, does not exist. Further, to make greater use of 
existing corridors, additional right-of-way would be needed to provide sufficient width 
and curve radii for high-speed operations. This would necessitate acquisition and 
removal of substantially greater numbers of homes and businesses to expand and 
straighten these corridors, with greatly increased impacts on existing communities as 
the alignments pass through urban areas. 

In compliance with the objective of using existing corridors where feasible, in making 
decisions regarding HST alignments and station locations, the HST Authority and the 
FRA have gone to great lengths to maximize the feasible use of existing transportation 
corridors and to minimize impacts on both agricultural lands and communities. 
Accordingly, the HST Authority and FRA have eliminated potential “new corridor” 
alignment alternatives to the west and east of SR 99 from further consideration and 


L009-11 

have identified downtown station locations for study in Fresno and Bakersfield. These 
downtown locations would help to minimize impacts on agriculture while promoting 
urban infill development. 

The Authority and FRA have consulted with public agencies during the process of 
planning and designing the HST project, including during preparation of the Preliminary 
and Supplemental AA Reports. In addition, the project must conform to the policies and 
objectives of the statutes and regulations under which the Authority and FRA operate. 
For example, the Authority must balance the objectives stated in Proposition 1A in 
pursuing development of an HST system for California. 

An analysis of the impacts to agricultural land; direct, indirect, and cumulative, is 
included in Sections 3.14 and 3.19. 

L009-12 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-04 and FB-Response-AG-07. 

See the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, Volume I, Section 3.14, Impact AG #4, for 
information on the permanent conversion of agricultural land, and see Mitigation 
Measure AG-1 in Volume I, Section 3.14, for measures to preserve the total amount of 
prime farmland. See Volume II, Appendix 3.14-A, for the results and findings of land 
evaluation and site assessment pursuant to the Farmland Protection Policy Act, which 
includes evaluation score sheets prepared by the State Resources Inventory 
Coordinator of the Natural Resources Conservation Service and site assessment scores 
prepared by project staff. 

L009-13 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-01, FB-Response-GENERAL-13, 
FB-Response-GENERAL-17. 

The Fresno to Bakersfield Section would also have utility as a test track for the eventual 
expansion of the HST System. High-speed testing is crucial to the safe and efficient 
operation of the system. The relatively straight alignment would allow for the testing of 
track, signaling systems, and trainsets at operational speeds. 
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L009-13 


Fresno and Bakersfield are the two largest cities in the San Joaquin Valley, with January 
1,2011, populations estimated by the California Department of Finance to be 500,121 
and 351,443 people, respectively. These two cities are both surrounded by large 
metropolitan areas and are economic hubs within the region. Given their potential 
ridership and regional economic importance, they make logical termini for a section of 
the FIST System. 

To ensure the operational independence of the Fresno to Bakersfield Section, the 
FRA/Authority American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) funding agreement 
establishes an "Interim Use Reserve" fund to address the contingency that before 
construction is completed the FRA (in coordination with the Authority) determines that 
there could be a "significant delay" in securing the funding necessary to complete the 
investments needed to begin revenue operations for the HST System. This fund would 
be used only in that situation and would finance the additional capital improvements 
necessary to allow for the section to be placed into service for intercity, non-HST 
passenger rail purposes. To remain true to the requirements of Proposition 1A (2008), 
the funding agreement specifies that only federal money could be used for this purpose 
and that no state bond funds would be used. Further, the Authority would neither 
construct nor operate any such connection. 
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I Fresno - Bakersfield (May 2011 - July 2012) - RECORD #1701 DETAIL 


Status : 

Record Date : 

Response Requested : 
Affiliation Type : 

Interest As : 

Submission Date : 
Submission Method : 
First Name : 

Last Name : 
Professional Title : 
Business/Organization : 
Address : 

Apt./Suite No. : 

City : 

State : 

Zip Code : 

Telephone : 

Email : 

Cell Phone : 
Stakeholder 
Comments/Issues : 


EIR/EIS Comment: 
Official Comment Period : 
Add to Mailing List: 

Email Subscription : 


Action Pending 
6/21/2012 

Local Agency 
Local Agency 
6/21/2012 
Website 
Steve 
Kroeke 

Public Works Director 
Public Works 


Corcoran 

CA 

93212 

559-992-2151 ext. 262 

Steve.kroeker(a)cityofcorcoran.conn 


Good Morning, in looking at the hybred alignment through Corcoran we 
would like to see some more work put into the Orange Ave. 
overcrossing. Would it be possible to extend 5 1/2 Ave. South across 
and over in such a way so as to "T" into Orange Ave. by either looping in 
from the North or the South? Maybe you could create a large "S" with a 
four way intersection at Letts Ave. that would include a traffic light, I don't 
know what you can do but coming South on 43 then turning Right on 
Orange Ave. then having to make a several turns to get back to Otis 
Ave. doesn't seem to be a very good solution to our situation should this 
option be chosen. If you have time maybe you can give me a call. 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

Fresno - Bakersfield 
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L010-1 

The proposed grade separation for the BNSF Alternative at Orange Avenue has been 
designed according to state and local standards, however, in consultation with the city of 
Corcoran, additional overpass designs have been considered. Authority representatives 
met with city of Corcoran representatives (including the commenter) on July 31,2012. 
Overpass designs including those suggested by the commenter were explored and the 
city's preferences will be incorporated into final design at the time the preferred 
alternative is selected. 
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San Joaquin Valley 

AIR POLLUTION CONTROL OISTRICT 

October 12.2011 



HEALTHY AIR LIVING 



L011-1 


California High-Speed Rail Authority 
Fresno to Bakersfield Draft EIR/EIS Comments 
770 L Street. Suite 800 
Sacramento, CA 95814 


Project California High-Speed Train 
Fresno to Bakersfield Section 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

District CEQA Reference No: 20110301 


L011-1 


The San Joaquin Valley Unified Air Pollution Control District (District) has revie^the 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the preyed referen^ a^ 
consisting of the Fresno to Bakersfield Section of the proposed California High-Sp^ 
Train (HST) system, and commends the Authority on a high-qual^ assessnwnt of 
potential environmental risks of the California HST project. The District Is 
a California HST system that is based on thoughtful design and 
at offering low emissions commute and travel options to the residents of the San 
Joaquin Valley. The potential for the HST system to reduce e^^'s^'o^'s/rom motor 
vehicle traffic in the Valley may be significant. The Distnet does offer the following 
comments to further improve and complete the DEIS; 

General Comments 

The San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District is responsible for air quality in eight 
counties in California's Central Valley; San Joaquin. Stanislaus. Merced. Madera, 
Fresno Kings. Tulare, and the San Joaquin Valley Air Basin portion of Kerri. Air quality 
In the San Joaquin Valley (SJV) has steadily improved over the past 15 years and 
continues to do so through the District’s adoption of new Rules. State Implementation 
Plans and the support and participation of stakeholders, businesses, and the public. 
The subject project and its companion project, the Merced to Fresno Section, have the 
potential to impact air quality in all eight counties. 


L011-2 


ScyMl 8 wl>«ifln 

Dmtw Ar MLjticn Coitrsl O^en 


-AA as. 


CWTil RifiM UfaM ailis** 


ijf.i’CBDX -A1 .yii ?33 


SoMtaaRlfM* 

u..'- 

if,' iii'jVji '*1 46' 


L011-3 


O 


Dutnci ceOA Rrt$WK» Ato 20110301 




Air pollution sources can be divided into two general categows. stationary 
moMe sources. The District has achieved maximum 

from stationary sources and as a result mobile sources now produce about 80% of the 

Valley? sme^-forming emissions. Thus, achieving significant 

sourM emissions within the SJV is critical to District achieving rtainment 

federal air standards. If properly implemented, the HST could be a key component 

the District s efforts to r^^ the air quality impacts caused by vehicle miles traveled 

within the SJV. 

Based on staff's review of the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). the ^*<"2 
believes that the environmental document likely a®'*®'®'®;®®, ^ 

impacts on air quality within the SJV and has not discussed all feasible ifla ^ 
measures for those impacts. However, we have significant experience in ad nung te nn g 
effective and feasible off-site mitigallon programs mat signtontly “ ‘^^®'®^ 
mitigate air pollution emissions from large projects, and we are offering to provide our 
expertise and assistance in this area. 

Construction Related Impact on Air Quality 

As discussed below, construction related exhaust emissions are potentially understated: 

a) Tier 4 construction equipment: The analysis of constn^ion 

emissions assumes that all construction equipment will meet Tier 4 emissions 
standards. This assumption is inconsistent with the propos^ a 

which allows the use of Tier 3 engines if the contractor has documented that Tier 4 
equipment or emissions retrofit is not available. 

Based on the District's experience in providing funding to ^?^® 

polluting, off-road equipment. Tier 4 equipment is not widely available and retiofithng 
older equipment to achieve Tier 4 emissions standards is frequently not 
During the early consultation phase of developing the environmental the 

District expressed concerns about this assumption. The District reconnmended that if 
the assessment was not revised, the document should be amended to include ^ 
enforceable mitigation measure ensuring that, on a fleet-wide basis, equipment us^ 
would meet Tier 4 emissions standards. The proposed mitigation measure fails to 
meet that objective. 

The District again recommends that the analysis be revised to reflect a realistic fleet¬ 
wide emissions target. The District further recommends that mitigation measures be 
revised to include enforceable conditions, ensuring construction exhaust em«sions 
will be reduced or mitigated to the extent feasible. One approach is to 
site mitigation of project emissions through a Voluntary Emissions Reduction 
Agreement, which is explained In more detail in the mitigation section below. 

b) Emissions Model; Construction emissions may be further understated becau^ 
construction emissions were quantified using URBEMIS. During the earty 
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consultation phase, the District had advised that URBEMIS 

appropriate model to use for this complex construction project In bwf URBEM S 

was developed for estimating emissions from typical residential and co^eraal 

development projects. Construction of railways to sup^rt a *^'9^ 

involves activities that are not intrinsic to URBEMIS. Furthermore, URBEMIS has 

been demonstrated to produce lower estimates of ^^''Stmction exhaust ernissiws 

as compared to a more recently developed 

Control Officers' Association’s “California Emissions Estimation Model (CalEEMc^). 
However like URBEMIS. CalEEMod Is designed to model emissions from resdential 
and commercial developments, not large scale linear construction proje^ lite 
railroads. The District recommends that the rail constructwn analysis be coi^^duct^ 
using a more suitable model. The District suggests the Sacramento Metropolitan Air 
Quality Management District’s “Construction Mitigation Calculator, which 
incorporates the latest heavy duty equipment emissions factors approved by the 
California Air Resources Board, and should more accurately characterize emissions 
from the construction of a railway. 

Heavy Maintenance Facility - Health Risk Assessment: 

The District’s review of the health risk assessment (HRA) for the Heavy Maintenance 
Facility (HMF) concludes that the scenario that was modeled may not adequately 
correspond to actual conditions of the eventual location in terms of cntical H^ 
parameters, such as prevailing winds and locations of sensitive raptors. As a result 
the HRA may over-state, or under-state, the associated risk_ Because 
conditions are currently unknown, the District recommends that an enforceable 
mitigation measure be made a condition of project approval that wojfd r^uire a sit^ 
specific health risk assessment to be performed prior to ® 1 

air related health impacts be reduced or mitigated to below the Districts thresholds of 

significance. 

Stationaiy sources at the HMF will be subject to District air ^rmte. As such, the District 
will be a responsible agency for the projert. To ensure that the hea^ risk ® 

is adequate tor District pennitting and approval processes, the Distort recomnw^s ^t 
the project proponent contact the District to review the proposed modeling methodology 
prior to preparing the final HRA modeling. 

Mitigation of Protect Related Impacte on Air Qualltv: 

Based on the existing air impact assessment, mitigated construction related emissions 
of NOx. VOC. and PM10 combined over the eight year construction penod. were 
estimated as follows: 


Merced to Fresno: 
Fresno to Bakersfield: 
Total: 


Annual Average 
230 tons/year 
670 tons/^ar 
900 tons/year 


Total project 
1.900 tons 
5.400 tons 
7,300 tons 


These emissions exceed the District’s thresholds of significance of 10 
year. 10 tons VOC per year, and 15 tons PM10 per year. For significant environmental 
impacts, the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires lead agencies to 
implement all feasible mitigation measures. 

As discussed above, the DEIS’ proposed mitigation measures are 
enforceable to ensure that project related impacts quality will be r^i^d 

consistent with projected impacts. More importantly, the d^ument 
even with all feasible mitigation, the project will continue to have significant imp^s. 
The District disagrees with the conclusion that all feasible mitigations have ^n 
explored. Specifically, the DEIS fails to discuss off-site mitigation measures such^ 
Voluntary Emission Reduction Agreements (VERAs) as a means of mitigating project 
specific impacts on air quality to a less-than-significant level. 

A VERA is a mitigation measure by which the project proponent provides pound-for- 
pound mitigation of emissions increases through a process that develops, funds, and 
implements emission reduction projects, with the District serving a role of administrator 
of the emissions reduction projects and verifier of the successful mitigation effort. 

To implement a VERA, the project proponent and the District enter into a contractual 
agreement in which the developer agrees to mitigate the projects ^ 

providing funds for the District’s Emission Reduction Incentive Program to fund ^nts 
for projects that achieve emission reductions, thus offsetting project related impacts on 
air quality. The types of projects that have been used in the past to achieve such 
reductions include electrification of stationary internal combustion engines (su^ as 
agricultural irrigation pumps), replacing old trucks with new. cleaner, more efficient 
trucks, and a host of other emissions-reducing projects. 

In Implementing a VERA, the District verifies the actual emission reductions that have 
been achieved as a result of completed grant contracts, monitors the emission reduction 
projects, and ensures the enforceability of achieved reductions. The initial agr^ment is 
generally based on the projected maximum emissions Increases as calculated by a 
District-approved “Air Quality Impact Assessirient.’' and contains the corresponding 
maximum fiscal obligation. However, because the goal is to mitigate 
the District has designed adequate flexibility into these agreements such that the final 
mitigation is based actual emissions related to the project, based on actual ^ui^^t 
used, hours of operation, etc. After the project is mitigated, the District certifies to the 
lead agency that the mitigation is completed, providing the lead agency with an 
enforceable mitigation measure demonstrating that there is no significant air quality 
impact from the project. 

Since 2005. the District has entered Into seventeen VERAs with project develo^rs ^d 
achieved 1.393 tons of NOx and PM10 reductions per year. It is the Distnds 
experience that implementation of a VERA is a feasible mitigation measure which 
effectively achieves actual emission reductions, potentially mitigating the project to a 
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net-zero air quality impact. Because the DEIS failed to discuss this feasible mitigation 
measure, the document fails to meet the CEQA requirement of discussiw and 
implementation of all feasible mitigation measures, so we strongly recommend that a 
discussion of VERAs be included in the final EIS. 


In conclusion the District recommends that the California High-Speed Rail Autho^ 
contact the District and work collaboratively to reduce and mitigate project s^ific 
impacts on air quality to a less-than-significant level by developing a VERA as 
discussed above. If you have any questions or require further information, please 
contact me or Amaud Marjollet. Permit Services Manager at (559) 230-6000. 


Sincerely. 



i Warner 
Director of Permit Services 


DW: db 
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Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AQ-05. 

As described in Section 3.3.4.9 of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, construction 
emissions from regional building demolition and construction of the at-grade rail 
segments, elevated rail segments, retained-fill rail segments, transaction power 
substations, industrial buildings at the HMF, and FIST stations—including parking 
garages and platform facilities— were calculated using emissions factors from California 
Air Resources Board’s OFFROAD 2011 and 2007 models. Mobile-source emission 
burdens from construction worker trips and truck trips were calculated using vehicle 
miles traveled estimates and appropriate emission factors from EMFAC2007. 
Construction exhaust emissions from equipment; fugitive dust emissions from 
earthmoving activities; and emissions from worker trips, deliveries, and material hauling 
were calculated and compiled in a spreadsheet tool specific to the FIST project for each 
year of construction. 

The Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS used an alternative approach from that used in 
the Draft EIR/EIS, which provided for more flexibility for modeling the complexity 
associated with the proposed FIST construction activities than allowed for by URBEMIS 
and California Emission Estimator Model (CALEEMOD) (Environ International 
Corporation 2011). It also allows incorporation of the OFFROAD 2011 emission rates. 
This revised approach was developed in consultation with the San Joaquin Valley Air 
Pollution Control District. 

L011-2 

The comments raised by San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District have been 
addressed directly with the district through a series of conference calls and e-mails and 
the submission of calculations and spreadsheets. The Revised DEIR/Supplemental 
DEIS has been revised to state that the contractor will use the newest construction 
equipment available; therefore, there is no inconsistency in the use of Tier 4 and Tier 3 
engines. 

L011-3 

The comments raised by San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District have been 
addressed directly with the district through a series of conference calls and e-mails and 


L011-3 

the submission of calculations and spreadsheets. Construction-phase emission 
estimates were calculated using the California Air Resources Board's (CARB's) 
OFFROAD 2011 model and inputs specific to the study area and agreed emission 
factors and adjustments. The use of the CARB's OFFROAD 2011 model meets the San 
Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District's requirements. 

L011-4 

Qualitative and quantitative discussions of health impacts during project alignment 
construction were provided in Section 3.3.6.3 of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS. 
Quantitative analysis of health impacts from FIMF operations— specifically, the cancer 
and non-cancer chronic and acute hazard risk analyses—were based on conservative 
estimates of equipment operations and locations, and on the locations of nearby 
sensitive land uses. Once a final HMF site is selected and designed, analyses will be 
conducted using projected equipment usage, the locations of the major emission 
sources (based on plant layout that will be developed), and the locations of nearby 
sensitive land uses (e.g., residences). Mitigation measures, if necessary, would be 
included to ensure that EPA's significant impacts thresholds are not exceeded at the 
sensitive land uses. 

L011-5 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AQ-05. 

Mitigation measures were refined in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS as a result of 
continuing project design, comments received on the Draft EIR/EIS, and additional 
consultation with public agencies. Many of these mitigation measures are based on 
performance standards. Accordingly, appropriate mitigation will be included in the Final 
EIR/EIS and will also be included in FRA’s Record of Decision, which will require the 
Authority to comply with all mitigation measures as the project advances through final 
design and construction. 

Detailed mitigation measures have been revised to incorporate the comments and are 
described in Section 3.3.9 of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, and include: 

• Reduce construction equipment exhaust emissions by using the cleanest reasonably 
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available equipment. 

• Reduce emissions from material hauling trucks during project construction by using 
vehicles that are equivalent to model year 2010, or newer. 

• Locate the concrete batching plant 1,000 feet from sensitive receivers. 

• Offset project construction emissions through the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution 
Control District Voluntary Emissions Reduction Agreement program. 

• Purchase offsets for emissions associated with hauling ballast materials outside of the 
San Joaquin Valley Air Basin. 

• Reduce potential impacts of air toxics at HMF sites, through the use of electric or 
hybrid trucks, use of eclectic or Clean Switcher Locomotives, adjustment of facility 
operation and orientation, and definition of buffer distance between diesel truck 
operation and sensitive receiver areas. 

• Equipment at the HMF will use best industry practice or alternative equipment to 
reduce emissions. 
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I'm fC-Mftii tt/uf as. Matt 


The Calilbmia HLy.h'Spced Rail AuEhuriiy 
Fresno (o Draft riR/iilS Commcfns 

770 L Street, Suile SOO 
Sacramento, CA 95S14 

Fresno_^kkersfteld@hsrxa.i;ov 

Subjcei: Fresno to Bakcisllcld Draft EIR/EIS Comments 

Dear California I!igh-Speed Rail Autltorisy: 

The Transhay Joint Powers Authority (TJPA) is a joini powers agency responsible for the 
planning, design, construction, opera)ion and managemen). of tlie new j ranshay 'fransit Center in 
downtown San Francisco and the Downtown Extension (DTX). an undcrgrouncl rail tunnel from 
Founh & King streets lo the Transit Center that wilt accommodate bolh Callrain commuler trains 
and high-speed trains. The Califomia High-Speed Rati Authority {Cl ISRA) selected the 
Transbay Transit Center as the preferTcd location for the high-speed rail terminus in San 
Francisco in its Program EIR/EIS for the Bay Area to Central Valley portion of the high-speed 
rail system. 

The TJPA appreciates ihc opportunity to submit the following comment on the C HSR A’S Draft 
Environmental Impact Report and Environmental Impact Statement for the ITesno to Bakersfield 
Section of the Califomia High-Speed Train Frojcei (Fresno to Bakersfield DEIR). 

The Transbay Transit Center Has Replaced the Tninshay Terminal. 

Statewide maps of the high-speed rail system used in the Fresno lo Bakersfield DFIR incorrecily 
ideniify the Satt Francisco terminus as the "San Francisco Transbay Terminal." (Fresno to 
Bakersfield DE.IR Figures S-t and 1 and 2, Appendix 2-C Operatiofis atiJ aarvice Pian Simiimiry 
Figures I and 2.). In 2003. the California Legislature authorised the UFA to demolish ihe 
Transhay ferminal and cons)ruct a new terminal at the same location designed lo accommodaEe 
high-speed rail service. ?uh. Res. Code | 5027,!. Tlte TJPA completed dcmoliiion of Ehc 
Transbay Terminal in August of this year. The new terminal is now urtder consEiUcEion and is 
called the Transbay Transit Ccnicr (referred Eo herein as the "TTC"). Please update She statewide 
maps for the high-speed rail system by replacing ”Satt Francisco 'rransbay Terminal" wdth "San 
Francisco Transbay Transit Center." 


The San Francisco 4lh & King Station Ls an Ovcrflnw Station to Be Constructed^ as 
NccessHry%,4/rer Phase L Begins Operation in 2(12(1. 

The Op^raiiom and pfm Summary included in Appendix 2-0 of tlte Fresno to 
Bakersfield DEER discusses two ser\‘tce Phases. Phase 1 consists of ihc San Francisco to 
Anaheim rouie and is planned to begin operation in 2020, Phase 2. the Full Build Service Flan, 
includes the Sacrainenio and San Diego spur routes and is planned to begin operation in 2027. 
The Operatian.% and Senice Plan Summary indicates tha) the 4ih &r King station will be one of 
Ehc Phase I San Francisco .stations. In desenbing Phase I . the DHIR states that'^fijn San 
Francisco, high speed trains will operate at two terminal stations: the new Transhay Terminal 
and a recoitstructed high-speed terminal at )he e.Kisting Cat)rain commuler station at 4)h and King 
Streets." {Operatittm and Service Phn Summary, p. 2). In describing the temnlnal stations it 
states that "[Hour staEions are identified as terminal staEions in Phase 1 (2020): San Francisco- 
■fransbay. San Francisco 4Eh & King...." (Id. p. 11). 

Although the 4th ^ King station Is proposed to be a part of the Phase I route, it is misleading to 
identify it as a Phase 1 station because it will not he in operation in 2D20. As discussed in the 
Sm Pramhvo la San Joxe Pniiuninary Ad^rnafives RufUirj, the 4ih & King statioti is being 
considered to accommodate any service demand that could not be accommodated at t he 1TC. 
Tie TJPA does not believe that the 4th &, King station is necessary^ as detailed En tlie TJPA's 
comments on the Draft Preliminary AlEcmativcs Discuision document for the San Francisco to 
Sa^n Jose section. See Letter from Ellen J, Garber lo Mehdi Morshed (Oct. 30. 2009) (attached). 
Nonetheless, the 13 PA did not object to this altemaiive, becau.se demand could first be 
aecommodated at the TTC with overflow capacity being provided at 4th &. King if it proved 
necessary once the high-speed rail system was fully built out. 

This is the arrangement Identified by a technical group consisting of TJPA. Cal train, and 
CE IbRA rcpresentalivcs and consultants who worked through the technical and operational 
plajtning issues regarding high-speed rail capacity at the TTC. The group concluded that 
"(\v|hcn the nearly 800-milc California high-speed train system k campfeted, the Transbay 
Transit Center will accommodate the majoriiy of demand for high-speed rail service to San 
Francisco with additional demand accommodated, as fmd^d. at an improved Founh/King 
faeilily." (CaUfarnia Hi0i-S/)eed Rad: San Franciaca^Sdican Valley Corridor Im'estment 
Sfrafeyy, p. 11-12 (June 2009) (emphasis added)), 

IhoClISRA Board has likewise directed that 4)h & King should only be considered a.s an 
overflow station. On May 5, 201 T theCHSRA Board rejected a phased implementation 
approach that w^ould have considered buiEding 4ih & King tteforc the TTC. 

Accordingly,, tlte Ofreratunn and Service Plan Summary must clarify that the 4th Si. King station 
will be constructed after tlie TTC. and only in the event that overflow service is demanded. The 
4th & King station should not be listed as a Phase I station or pan of the Phase 1 service 
operations. If it becomes necessary', it would only begin operations during the Full Build Service 
Plan. 

The TJP.\ Will Comment on the CHSRA’s New Ridervhip Forecasts When They Are 

Released, 
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The Fresno 10 Bakmfield DKIK includes ridership forecasts for the high-speed train system. 
These forecasts were developed using iheCI ISRA Ridcrship and Revenue Model llnalizcd by 
Cambridge Systcmaiics in 2007 and arc only slightly changed from those reported in Ehc 
CIISRA's lousiness Flan, The TJFA understands thai the CHSRA will soon be releasEng 
new ridcrship forecasts for the high-speed train system that build upon and go beyond ibis 
existing model. The TJPA will comment directly on these new ridcrship forecasts. Given their 
pcKiding release, the TJPA will not ecmmeni on the ridersJtip forecasts included in the l-resno to 
Bakersfield DKIR, 

Please feel free to contact me if you would like to diseuss any of these comments further. 

Very truly yours, 

Brian liykes'^ 

Principal Engineer 
Transbay Joint Powers Authority 
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October 30,2009 


Mehdi Morshed 
Executive Director 
California High-Speed Rail Authority 
925 L Streeh Suite 1425 
SacrametJto, CA 95S14 

Re: Transhav Joint Powers Authority's Comments Re San Pr unetscoJii 
San Jose High-Speed Train Project's Preliminary Alternatives 

Dear Mr, Morshed: 

On September 30> 2009, the Trausbay Jomt Powers Authority fl’JPA) received a 
copy of the California High-Speed Rail Authority’s (CHSRA) Draft Preliminary 
Alternatives Discussion document at the second Transportation Participating Agency, 
Technical Working Group meeting. As explained below, the proposals to locate a San 
Francisco high-speed rail (HSR) termious at a separate location ^m the Transbay 
I’ransit Center are legally, technically, and fuiancialLy infeasible. Accordingly, the 
CHSRA should now determine that these proposals will not be advanced for further study 
in its alternatives evaluation process. The CHSRA already possesses dear evidence to 
support this detertnination from laws on the books, the prior analysis conducted in the 
Transbay PEIS/EIR, and the addiiional analysis submitted to the CHSRA by the TJPA, 

Subsection number 0 of the San Francisco to San Jose HSR Project includes the 
HSR route from Common Street in San Francisco to the downtown Transbay I'ranstl 
Center (Transit Center).^ lire Dmji Preliminary Alternatives Discussion proposes an 

^ Subsection numbers are from the CHSRA’s Draft Preliminary' Alternatives 
Discussion document. 
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aUcmativc (c) for subsection 0 consisting of constructing a new HSR icrminal on the 
site of the existing Caltrain Fourth and King SEieels station that would funeLion as the San 
Francisco terminus for HSR ("Fourth k King Proposar ). Under this scenario, Callrain 
service to San Francisco would continue from the Fourth & King station to the downtown 
Transbay Transit Center via the Caltrain Downtown Extension, but HSR service would 
terminate at the Fourth & King terminal, roughly a mile from the Transit Center, 

The Draft Preliminaiy Alternatives Discussion also proposes an alternative (d) for 
subscelton 0 that woul d el in? irate the HSR train station immediately underneath the 
Transit Center and would instead locate it between Beaie and Main Streets underneath 
the site of the Temporary Terminal, for which construction is nearly completed (the 
"Beale Street Proposal"}, This appears to be the same proposal submitted to the CHSRA 
by Don Solem, President of Solem & Associates^ a public relations firm, in a June 11, 
2005 letter, which included schematics of the Beale Street Proposal prepared by the 
Gcnsicr firm. (See GenslerProposal; Beale Street Alternative PowerPoint (Attachment 
A).) Based on these Khemattes and the Preliminary^ AUematives plans^ the underground 
terminal wotiM use the same mairt entrance as the IVansit Center, but the facility would 
be located on separate parcels two blocks from that entrance and stretching 2 'A blocks 
further away from the Transit Center and Market Street The Beale Street Proposal 
would provide 6 rail tracks in phase [ and expand to L2 tracks in phase tl. 

The certified Transbay FEIS/EIR already analyzed the environmental impacts of a 
reasonable range of allemalivcs, including a Beale Street and Fourth k King station, and 
selected the Transit Center as the preferred alternative for the San Francisco terminus of 
1ISR,^ Both the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) are clear that the CHSRA may rely on the analysis 
conducted in the Transbay FHIS/EIR and need not repeat the consideration of station 
location altcmalives in its environmental review, 

Even if the CHSRA chooses not to incorporate or rely on the Transbay FEIS/EIR, 
substantial evidence now exists in the record dEmonstrating that, under the standards 
established by NEPA and CEQA, the CHSRA need not analyze the Beale Street or 
Fourth k King Sireei Proposals further. ITie CHSRA’s San Francisco to Sar? Jose 
EIS/EIR need only consider feasible and reasonable alternatives. Both proposed 
alternatives to the Transit Center are legally infeasible beoauso they would conflict with 


^ Transbay TerrainaFCaltrain Dowmtown Extension/Redcvclopment Project Final 
Environmental Impact StaleEnent/Environmenta] Impact Report (SCH #95063004) 
(Transbay FEiS/ElR) (Attachment B). 


Mehdi Morshed 
October 30,2005 
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several state and local laws, including the recent voler-^pnoved HSR measure 
Proposition 1 A. These laws require the San Francisco terminus of HSR to be located at 
the site of the current Transbay Terminal in order to provide multi-modal connectivity, 
proximity to downtown jobs, and to support transit oriented development. The Fourth k 
King and the Beale Street Proposals also run counter to decades of San Francisco 
planning and conflict with several adopted plana including the South Beach, Mission 
Bay, and Transbay Redevelopment Plans, the Rincon Hill Plan, and the on-going Transit 
Center District planning effort. The Fourth k King Proposal and the Beale Street 
Proposal also present massive construction hurdles and would require demolition of 
scores of residential housing units. Finally, both Proposals arc financially infeasible. 
Locating the HSR station beneath the Transit Center will cost only S40O million because 
most of the cost of the multi-modal Transit Center would be borne by the TJPA. In 
contrast, the Fourth & King Proposal would cost more than S3.3 billion—over and above 
the cost of the Transit Center, 'fhe Beale SUrcet Proposal would add more than S7.5 
billion to the cost of the Transit Center. For these and other reasons it is clear that the 
Beale Street and the Fourth k King Proposals are infeasible altinmatives. 

The Transbay Project is environmentally cleared, end construction has already 
begun. Any analysis of alternatives to the Transit Center as the San Francisco tenninus 
of HSR is unnecessary and a waste of public funds. Accordingly, further analysis of the 
Beale StrECt and the Fourth & King Proposals should immediately cease. The CHSRA 
shoul d indicate in a revised Preliminary Alternatives Discussion and in the Draft 
Alternatives Analysis Report that, after initial consideration, it has dlcicrmined that it will 
not carry these Proposals forward into the Alternatives Analysis. 

DISCUSSION 

I. Environmental Review for the San Francisco Terminus of HSR Has 
Already Been Completed and Construction Will Begin in 2010. 

The TJPA is a Joint powers authority responsible for the planning, design, 
construction^ operation and management of the Transbay Project in San Francisco, 
Accordingly, it is the lead agency for CEQA environmental review, (CEQA Guidelines 
§ 15051,) The Transbay Project includes a new Transbay Transit Center at First and 
Mission Streets, and an underground rail comicetion (the Downtown Extension, or DTX) 
designed to provide HSR and Caltrain access to the Transit Center from the existing 
Caltrain Fourth & King Streets terminus. 

The TJPA selected the current design and loeallon for the Transit Center and DTX 
after extensive environmental review and. consideration of numerous alternatives in the 
Transbay FEIS/EIR. The project description for the Transbay FEIS/EIR included an 
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underground station that would serve as the northern California tennmus for high-speed 
rail. Accordingly, the Transbay FEIS/EER forecast high-speed rail ridership up to the 
year 2030 and considered a range of alternative designs and Locations for the Transit 
Center and the DTX to accommodate the projected high-speed rail ridership- The TJPA 
approved a final design for the Transit Center based on an anal)^is that includes the 
high-^speed rail infcumation provided in the FBiR/EIS- The Transbay FEIS/EIR selected 
the Transbay Transit Center and rejected all other alternatives- 

Tn April 2004, the City and County of San Francisco, the Peninsula Corridor Joint 
Powers Boards and the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency certified the Transbay 
FEIS/EIR, and Uic Federal Transit Administration adopted it in a Record of Decision 
issued February 2005- Accordingly, the Transbay FEfS/EIR is presumed legally 
adequate by law. {State FPierfer i^esourcEs Control Bd. Cases, 136 Cab App- 4th 674,723 
(2006); Pub. Res. Code § 21167.2.) 

Technical working groups representing the TJPA, Caltrain, and the CHSRA have 
reached a consensus on tbe technical and operational requirements of the Transit Center. 
These ^ups are working now to ensure that high-speed raiPs rcquiremcnls are met as 
the Transit Center's designs are finalized. 

The Transbay Project is now underway. The SI 8 million temporary bus terminal, 
located on the site of the Beale Street Proposal, is under construction and is expected to 
be completed in November 2009, The TJPA has acquired properly for the throat 
structure for HSR and initialed acquisition of other properties to accommodate the tunnel 
radius for HSR at the site of the existing Transbay Terminal. Preliminary engineering 
designs for the Transit Center building art scheduled for completion in February 2010, 
and initial construction bid packages for the Transit Center based on those designs are 
scheduled to be issued in Ivlarcb 2010, Immediately upon award of these contracts, 
thousands of new jobs will be created. 

The CHSRA must indicate to the public that it will not carry the Beale Street or 
the Fourth & King Proposals forwatd for detailed analysis in its EES/ElR. 

II, The CHSRA Already Selected the Transit Center and Need Not Revisit 
That Decision Now. 

The Cl ISRA has already selected the Transit Center as the San Francisco terminus 
For HSR and has reiterated this selection numerous times. In 2005, the CHSRA's Final 
Program EIR'EIS for the California High-Speed Train System selected the new Transit 
Center as the station location for the San Francisco high-speed train terminus. (California 
High-Speed Train Final Program EIR/EIS, Vol. I (Attachment C) at 6A-5-) The CHSRA 
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reafflmicd its selection in its 2008 Bay Area to Central Valley High Speed Train Final 
Program EIR/EIS (Bay Area FEIR/ElS).^ (Bay Area FEIR/ElS, Vol. 1 (Attachment D) 
at 3-1S.) 

In selecting the Transit Center as the station location for San Franc isco, the 
CHSRA specifically acknowledged that the Transit Center consisted of its current design, 
stating that '“{ijhe rail facilities planned for the Transbay Transit Center are limited to 6 
tracks and 3 platforms... T (Bay Area FEEt/EES, Vol. 1 at 8-18.) The CHSRA^s Bay 
Area FPEIS/EIR even assumed the current design of the T ransit Center with 6 tracks and 
3 platforms- (Id at 3.1-13, 3.36.) Similarly, the CHSRA's business plan issued 
November 7,2008 stales that the Transbay Transit Center shall serve as the San 
Francisco terminus "of the proposed high-speed rail system. (California High-Speed Train 
Business Plan (Nov. 2008) (Attachment E) at 7, 10- M.} The Notice of Availability for 
the CHSRA San Francisco to San Jose project Itself states: 

The preferred station in the City of San Francisco is the 
Transbay Transit Center; in the City of Mi librae the existing 
M i El brae BART/Caltrain Station, and in the City of San Jose 
the Intermoda! Diridon Station. These locations were 
selected by the Authority and FRA through the Bay Area to 
Centra] Valley HST Final Program EIR/EIS considering the 
project purpose and need, and the program objectives. 

(73 Fed. Reg. 79543 (Dec. 29,2003}.) 

The CHSRA need not reconsider its decision to select the Transit Center in its 
programmatic EIR/EIS. That Is because programmatic environmental review documents 
allow a lead agency to consider and select broad policy alternatives and program deaips, 
in this instance the location of the San Francisco terminus of HSR. (CEQA Guidelines 
§ 15163; Naiionai WMlife Fed'n v, Appalachian Re%'i Comm 'n (D.C. Cir. 1981) 677 
F.2d 883, 888 (purpose of programmatic ETS).) The very purpose of a programmatic 
EIR/EIS is to avoid the kind oC'duplicate reconsideration” that the Beak Street and the 


^ A recent court ruling in Atherton v. California High-^^Speed Rail Authority, No- 
4-2008-80000022 (Sup. Ct. Sacramento County) directed the CHSI^ to conduct 
additional studies with regard to certain Environmental impacts along the Peninsula for its 
Bay AreaFEIR/ElS- This ruling, however, did not invalidate the analysis conducted in 
San Francisco, and it did nothing to question the CHSRA 's selection of the Transit 
Center as the location for the San Francisco HSR terminus. Further, the court denied an 
effort to preclude further reliance on the Bay Area FEIR/EIS. 
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Fourth & King Prupoaala would require the CHSRA to undertake. (CEQA Cuiddincs 
§ lSI68;40CT.IL§g 15tK}.4(i), I502,4{d).) The CHSRA’s project-level environmental 
revieiw need only examine the Transit Center if construction of the San Francisco to San 
Jose project wo'Uld have environmental effects that were not identified in the program- 
level analyses, (Id; see also Save our Sycamore v. MetrcpalUm Atlanta Rapid Traasii 
(5th Cif, I97S) 576 F,2d 573 (ho!di%project-lcvcl EIS for two stations 
unnecessary where the stations were sufficiently evaluated in transit system 
programmatic EIS.) The CHSRA then would require additional mitigation measures, as 
opposed to considering alternative stations. (CEQA Guidelines ^ L516S.) 

Further, the Transit Center is simply one component of the San Francisco to San 
Jose Project The CHSRA docs not need to consider altetnalives to the Transit Center: it 
only needs to consider altcmalLVCS to the Project as a whole. (California Native Plant 
Society V. City of Santa Cruz (2009) 177 Cal App.4th 957, 599) 

IIT. The CHSRA Should liicorporatc the TJPA’s Euvlron mental Review: 
Consideration of Alternatives to the Transit Center Is Uuneecssary and a Waste of 
Publie Funds. 

Considering alternative designs or loealbns For the Transit Center would simply 
duplicate the studies and analysis already completed in (he Transbay FEIS/EIR. It is the 
strong legislative policy ofhoih CEQA and NEPA that the lead agency (CHSRA) should 
rely on the completed environmental review of the Traitsbay Transit Center in its 
environmental review for the San Francisco to San Jose section of the higb-apeed train 
system.^ Relying on the alternatives analysis compiled almost five years ago for a 
project lhat has been approved, is nearly fully fiinded* and has airea^ broken ground Is 
nothing but reasonable. 

Further, the CEQA Guidelines explicitly require the CHSRA to review the 
Transbay FEIS/EIR and rely on its analysis ofaltematEve locations for the high-speed rail 
San Francisco terminus. 


^ Relying on Ihe Transbay FEiS/EIR’s prior review of a range of reasonable 
alternatives for the San Francisco terminus of HSR is entirely appropriate. As the CEQA 
Guidelines state, an "EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative to a project.'^ 
(CEQA Guidelines § 15126.6(a).) Instead, as the California Supreme Court has stated, 
"[t]hc statutory requirement for consideration of alternatives must be judged against a 
rule of reason .(Citizens of Goieta Valley v. Board of Supervisors of Santa Barbara 
County. 53 Cal. 3d 553,565 (1990); Jee also CEQA Guidelines § 15126.6(f).) 


Mehdi Morshed 
October 30,2009 
Page 7 


Where a previous document has sufficiently analyzed a range 
of reasonable alternative locations and envircrnmental impacts 
for projects with the same basic purpose, the Lead Agency 
should review the previous document. The EIR may rely on 
the previous document to help it assess the feasibility of 
potential projectaUemativesto tho-exlent the circumslances 
remain substantially the same as they relate to the alternative. 

CEQA Guidelines § 15126.6(fX2KC) (citing Citizens of Goleia Valley v. Board of 
Supervisors (1990) 52 Cal.3d 553, 573.) 

This principle was recently applied in CalifbrnSa Native Plant Society v. City of 
Santa Cruz, (2009) 177 CaiApp.4th 957, In California Native Plant Society, the court 
found that the City of S anta Cruz's analysis in a prior EIR of off-site trail altemativis was 
a sufficient basis for limiting the range of alternatives analyzed for a new project that 
contained a similar component. (Id. at 995 ) The court reasoned that given the previous 
EIR*s review of alternative sites, it was proper for the City to “decline to revisit 
previously rejected alternative path locations.’^ The City's reliance on the previous EIR 
was upheld, even though the City Council did not take action on or formally incoiporaic 
the prior EIR into the EIR at issue. (Id.) Further, the court found that it was immaterial 
that the two projects were not idcuticah “although the two projects are different, 
specific component of the [current project] at issue here.. . shares some purposes in 
common with the earlier... proj eel.” (Id .) 

Accordingly, the CHSRA may rely on the Transhay FEIS/EIR’s analysis of 
aUemalivc sites for the San Francisco terminus of high-speed train and “decline to revisit 
previously rejected altemative[s.]” (Id.) As discussed below, the two projects share the 
same purpose, the Transbay FEIS/EIR analyzed a reasonable range of alternatives; and 
conditions regarding location of a HSR station in San Francisco have not changed. 

A. The Transbay FEIS/EIR Coosidered HSR Requiremeats. 

Both the Transbay Project and the CHSRA's San Francisco to San Jme EIS/EIR 
Project share the same purpose, to extend HSR to a San Francisco terminal. Indeed, the 
Transbay FEIS/EIR explicitly lists “Accommodating Future High Speed Raif^ as part of 
the purpose and need for the project. (FEIS*1£1R, Vol-1 at 1-16.) 

The Tiansbay FEIS/EIR thoroughly evaluated the future use of the station by 
high-speed mi! and even refined its alternatives after the draft EIS/EIR was published to 
better accommodate high-speed trains. After the Draft EIR/EIS was released, the TJPA 
received numerous comments to the effect that the Transit Center would not be able to 
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physically accommodate high-speed trains or the number of high-speed trains that riders 
wotiid demand. {Se^ FEIS/EIR, Vol. II at 9&-102 (Project Alternatives - CalTrain 
Downtown E?tttnaion), 108-H9 (Caltrain/High Speed Rati Alignments, Design & 
Operations).) As a result, the TJPA refined the DTX alternatives by lengthening the rail 
platforms and increasing the number of tracks from two to three 1o improve rail 
operations and capaeity." (FEIS/EIR, Vol. I a>2-24 to 2-25; FEIS/EIR, Vol, II at 96-98 
(describing refinements).} The TJPA also provided additional train storage capacity. 

m 

The TJPA commissioned studies to project ridership demand for CalTrain and 
high-speed rail at the Transit Center and analyze the rail capacity of the refined 
alternatives. The FEIS/EIR noted that ''[a] preliminary rail operations capacity analysis 
of the six-track^ ihree-plalform terminating station, indicated that sufficient capacity 
existed For both expanded Caltrain service as well as high-speed rail.” (FEIS/EIR, Vol. II 
at 108.) Moreover, * California High Speed Rail Authority stalTparticipated in the review 
of the two refined options and concurred with the selection of the Second-to-Main Option 
as the train component of the Locally Preferred Ahemativc.” (FEIS/EIR, VoL 11 at 163.) 
The ”Second-to-Main Option,” w^hich is the current design for the Transit Center, has the 
train station under the Transit Center extending cast-west from. Second Street to 
Main Street. As discussed above, the CHSRA twice approved this design of the Transit 
Center as the San Francisco terminus for HSR. 

B, The Transbay FEIS/EIR Already Considered and Rejected the 
Beale Street and the Fourth & King Proposals, 

The Transbay FEIS/EIR analyzed a range of reasonable alternative locations for a 
HSR station in San Francisco and environmental impacts for the Transit Center. 
(FEIS/EIR Vo!. I, Chpl. 2 (listing project alternatives).) The Transbay FEIS/EIR 
considered and rejected the Beale and the Fourth & King Proposals, and its findings are 
pnesumed valid. 

The Transbay FElS/ElR project alternatives included a station location at Beale 
Street and rejected it as legally and praetieally infeasible. (FEIS/EIR Vol. I at 2-553; ses 
atso TJPA Board of Directors Resolution No. 04-&04 Attachment A, CEQA Findings 
(Attachment F) at xxiv-xxv.) The Transbay FEIS^IR concluded that the Beale Street 
proposal "h^'ould be inconsislenl with Proposition H and with slated policies of the City 
and County of San Francisco Board of Supervisors.” (FEIS/EIR, Vol. H at I5S-I64; id 
Vol. I at 2-53.) The FEIS/EJR further found the Beale Street alternative's location to be 
infeasible because it could ”not be implemented under the provisions of the cooperative 
agreement transferring state owned property to the Redevelopment Agency and TJPA, 
and it would be counter to the regional consensus emanating from the 2000 MTC 
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Terminal Study.” (FEIS/EIR, Vol. II at 163.) Section V.A of this letter discusses in 
detail the reasons the Transbay FEIS/EIR rejected the Beale Street proposal as technically 
infeasible. The Transbay FEIS/EIR also responded to comments made by several parties 
at the time of the 2002 Draft Transbay EIS,^IR to the effect that various element-s of (he 
Beale Street proposal would be superior to a HSR station underneath the 1 ransit Center 
and explained why that alternative was Tcj octedjTor further consideration. (FEIS/EIR, 

Vol. II al 158-164; id, Vol, I at 2-53.) AC Transit supported rejection of the Beale Street 
alternative because ’"the site would not provide the level of transit service that could be 
provided at the current terminal site and it would be farther from the employment 
locations of AC Transit's current riders." (FElS/EIR, Vol. 1 at 2-53.) 

The Transbay FEIS/EIR also considered whether the current Caltrain station at 
Fourth and King should become the San Francisco high-speed rail terminus. The Caitrain 
station at 4th and King was considered as the no project alternative for the DTX. The no 
project alicmative included plans for electrifying Caltrain, which the FEIS/EIR 
determined "'are compatible with the requirements of hi^-speed rail, and therefore will 
accommodate future development of high-speed rail in the Caltrain corridor.., 
(FEIS.^1R at 2-3.) This altemaiivE was also rejected because it would fail to construct a 
HSR terminal in downtown San. Francisco and would fail to adhere to San Francisco 
voter mandates as w^ell as various state laws. The 1’JPA found that the no project 
alternative “will eliminate the ability for a downtown San Francisco station leading to 
reduced high speed rail ridership, reduced economic development opportunities in San 
Francisco, and increased cnviiunrnenta! impacts associated with more private vehicle 
transportation.” (TJPA Board of Directors Resolution No. 04-004 Attachment A, CEQA 
Findings, at xvi-ii.) 

C, CireumstaDces Have Not Changed. 

Environmental circumstances have not changed as they relate to the Transit Center 
location. For this reason, NEPA also does not require new enviiomncntal review of the 
San Francisco HSR station location. Under NEPA, a stibscquenl EIS is required only 
where new information presents “a seriously difTexenipiciurc of the likely environmental 
consequences of the proposed action" which were not adequately discussed in the 
originai EIS. {Sime o/ Wisconstfi v. fVeiniterget, 745 F,2d 412,420 (7th Cir. 1984); jee 
a/so Pub. Res. Code § 21166; CEQA Guidelines § 15162.) 

Because the TJPA has already completed environmental review of the Transit 
Center and DTX portion of (he San Francisco to San Jose HSR Project, the CHSRA^s 
reliance on the Transbay FElS/EIR is exactly what CEQA envisions. Similarly, under 
NEPA a federal agency may adopt an EIS prepared by another agency. (40 C.F.R. 
§l506.3; SoKr,ftfrfl Utiih Wild£i-ness Aliiaftc^ v. HjQit^sQn, 811 F. Supp. 635, 646 
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(D. Utah 1993).) The CHSFIA should incorporate the Transbay FEIS/EIR by reference 
into the San Francisco to San Jose ETR/EiS and rely on its analysis to limit any further 
study of alternatives to the Transit Center (CEQ A Guidelines §§ 15150 (incorporation 
by reference); 15126.6(fK2)(C) (consideration of alternatives); 40 C.F.R. § 1502.21 
(incorporation by reference).) 

IV, The Beale Street and Fourth & King Proposals Should Not Be Studied 
Further Because They are [nfeasiblc. 

Even if the CKSRA decides not to incorporate the analysis of allcmatives already 
completed in the TJPA FEIS/EIR, it should revise its list of Initial Project Alternatives to 
indicate that it v»iil not carry the Beale Street or the Fourth & King Proposals forward for 
further review. This is because these proposed alternatives are Legally and technically 
infeasible. The CHSRA already possesses sufficient information to make and support 
this determination. There Is no reason to delay. At the very leasts the CHSRA should 
immediately indicate that it will not cany' forward these proposed attemativcs for 
additional analysts in its DmB Akematis'cs Analysis Report. 

An EIR must consider a reasonable range of “potentially feasible allematives” that 
would attain most of the project objectives and would suttsianlially lessen the project’s 
significant environmentai impacts. (CEQA Guidelines § I5126,6(a),) As defined in the 
CEQA Guidelines, fea.sib5e means “capable of being accomplished in a successful 
manner widiln a reasonable period of time^ taking into account economic, environmental, 
IcgaL social, and technological factors “ {fd § 15634.) An EIR need not consider 
alternatives that arc not economically justifted or that would substantially delay a project, 
(Mann Municipni ^atsr District v. KG L^ind Cal. Cck^j.^ 235 Cal. App. 3d 1652, 
1665-66(1991).) 

Similarly, under NEPA, an ELS need only consider "reasonable” alternatives, 

(40 C.F.R. § 1502.14.) Reasonable alternatives are 'Hiosc that are practical or feasible 
from the technical and economic standpoint.” (46 Fed, Reg. 18026 (March 23,1981) at 
2a; see aho Sierra Club v. Froekike, 534 F.2d 1289,. 1295-96 (8th Cir. 1976) (holding 
floodplain acquisition not s feasible alternative to building a dam because of excessive 
cost and local opposition),) 

CHSRA’s 2008 Alternative Analysis Methods for Project-Level ELR/EIS also 
notes that regional teams need only identify “feasible and practicable alternatives to carry 
forward for environmental review and evaluation ...," (California High-Speed Train 
ProjecU Technical Memorandum: Aiternative Analysis Methods for Project^Level 
El^EIS (Nov.-Dee. 2008) at 1.) The CHSRA's Common Quesiiom and Answers 


Related to the Alternatives Analysis report likewise states tliat an alternative will not be 
advanced for further study if it is not feasible or practical to construct. 

Substantial evidence already exists in the record establishing that the Beale Street 
and the Fourth & King Proposals are neither Icgnlly, financially, nor technically feasible. 
The CHSRA would accomplish nothing excepkto waste public ftmds by carrying these 
proposals forward for additional study. 

A, Several State and Local Lows Require the HSR Sao Franeiseo 
Terminus to be loeated at the Transit Center, The Beale Street and Fourth & King 
Proposals Are Thus Legally Infeasible. 

Under the Fourth & King Proposal, HSR service would terminate at Fourth and 
King Streets, roughly a mile from the Transit Center. Under the Beale Street Proposal 
the HSR terminal would not be loeated at the Transbay Tcnninal site, but would be 
located on separate parcels stretching two and a half blocks away from the Transit 
Certler, Because of their locations, the Beale Street and Fourth & King proposals w ould 
violate the following state and local laws: 

• In 1999, San Francisco voters overwhelmingly approced Proposition H, 
mandating that *‘a new or rebuilt terminal shall be constructed on the 
present site of the Transbe^ Transit Terminal serving ,.. high-speed rail." 
(Emphasis added.) (Attachment G,) 

• In 2001, Ehc San Francisco Board of Supervisors unanimously passed 
Resolution 164-01 supporting the extension of Callrain to a new Transit 
Center on the site of the current Transbay Terminal to serve, among other 
things, high-speed mil. (Attachment H.) 

• Similarly, California Public Resources Code Section 5027.1 provides that 

the Legisiature hereby approves demolition of the 
Transbay Terminal building at First and Mission Streets 
in the City and County of San Francisco, including its 
associated vehicle ramps, for construction of a new 
terminal at the same locadont designed to serve Caltrain 
in addition to local regional, and intercity bus lines, and 
designed to accommodate high-speed passenger rail 
service .,.. 

(Emphasis added.) This law also establishes that "The Transbay Joint 
Powers Authority shall have primary Jurisdiction with respect to all matters 
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coocertiLng the fuianciiiig^ designt developmcntj eonstiuction, and operation 
of the new terminal 

• On March 2, 2004+ the voters approve4 Regional Measure 2, authorizing an 
increase in area bridge tolls to fund a “new Transbay Terminal m San 
Francisco, connecting [regional tiansk with] future high-speed rail.,. 

and specifying that the new terminal must be located on the site of the 
existing Trarisbay Terminal at “F/rjif a/w/ Mission S/ree/s in San Francisco." 
(Sis. and High. Code g 30914(cX22) (emphasis added).) 

• Most recently, in Proposition 1 A, the voters of California mandated that the 
northern terminus For high-speed rail would be the Transbay Terminal; "^It 
is the intent of the Legislature by enacting this chapter and of the people of 
California by approving [Proposition 1 A] to initiate the corLStruction of a 
high-speed train system that connects the San Francisco Tramlfa^ Terming/ 
to Los Angeles Union Station and Anaheim.*^ (Sts. and High. Code 

5 2704,04Ca) (emphasis added).) 

Because these laws require the new Transit Center and the San Francisco terminus 
of high-speed rail to be located at the existing Transbay Terminal sile+ and the TJPA has 
primary jurisdiction over the design of the new Transbay Terminal and has approved and 
begun construction of the project, the CHSRA has no aui/iorify to site the San Francisco 
HSR station at Main and Beale Street or Fourth & King Streets. These proposals are not 
legally feasible. 

It was clearly the intent of the Legislature and the voters^ as eypressed in the 
ordinances and statutes excerpted above, that the San Francisco high-speed rail station be 
at the same location as the existing Transbay Terminal to connect to the other modes of 
transportation in the same building for the convenience and safely of passengers- 
Olherwise, the advantages of a multi-mode] tronsporiation center are lost. Under the 
Beale Street Proposal, passengers would have to walk the distance of four football fields 
to reach other modes of transportation from the high-speed rail station. Under the Fourth 
& King Proposal* HSR would only connect to one other transportation provider+ San 
Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency, and passengers would need to transfer trains 
to travel an extra one mile to reach additional providers. 

V. The Beale Street Proposal Should Not Be Studied Further Because It Is 
Tcehnically and FiuancialLy Infeasible and Uureesonable in a Number of Respects. 

Beyond conflicting with numerous stale and local laws, sufficient evidence 
demonstrates that the Beale Street Proposal is technically and financially infeasible and 
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unreasonable in a number of respects, dbere is no reason to carry this proposal 
alternative forward For turther analysis. 

A. The Beuk Street PropossL Is Tecbnicully Infeasible, 

The Beale Sired Proposal is not lechnii^ly feasible. It is nearly impossible to 
envision a design concept that could; (1) provide 12 tracks and platforms in the space 
provided, (2) avoid changing the layout of the Transit Center above grade for bus 
operations* and (3) avoid severely compromising the development potential above the rail 
station where the Temporary Terminal is almost completed and four lowers are currcniSy 
proposed. Even assuming the CHSRA can develop designs showing that all this is 
possible, the CHSRA need not consider the Beale Street Proposal, because it is otherwise 
technically infeasible and would have a greater impact on the environment than the 
existing Transit Center design. 

Program managers for the Transit Center and DTX, who are experts in 
underground tunneling and HSR stations, have conducted a technical review of the Beale 
Street Proposal and concluded that it is technically infeasible and ill advised in several 
respects. (See PMPC Evaluation of the Gensler Proposal (August 19,2009) (“Beale 
Street Technical Evaluation^ (Attachment I>.) The proposed station approach provides 
insufficient distance for the transition of H tracks to enter a single tunnek requiring a 
wider tunnel that would interfere with the Bay Bridge anchorage. Because of the depth 
of the proposed station (four levels below grade), the technical difilculties associated 
with construction of the station and extension, and the rteed lo preserve development 
opportunities currently entitled on the proposed station site, the Beale Slreel proposal 
would double the cost of the Transit Center and DTX. The full technical evaluation is 
attached as Attachment 1. 

llie Transbay FEIS/EIR and prior environmental reviews also rejected several 
componenls of the Beale Street Proposal as technically infeasible. Nothing has changed 
since then that would make these infeasible e lements of the Beale Street Proposal 
feasible. 

As far back as 1997, the Federal Transit Administration and Callrain rejected a 
proposal to extend Callrain to an underground terminal at Market and Beale Streets. 
(Caltrain San Francisco Dowmtown Extension Project* Draft Environmental Impact 
Slatement/Drsfl Environmental Impact Report and Draft 4(f) Evaluation (March 5, 1997) 
(“Callmn Extension Draft EIS/EIR”) (Attachment J) at 2-31-33.) Several different 
extension atignmeut options were considered as well as cot-and-oover and soft-ground 
tunneling options, (id) Caltrain rejected the Beale Street Allemalive “because of poor 
construclability* hi^cr costs, and potentially severe community and environmental 
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impacts along the proposed alignments from Townsend Street to Beale Street.” at 
243.) 

The current Beale Street Proposal includes alignments of the rail extension along 
To^s-nsend Street, the Embancadero, and Beale Street- Callraln rejected these extension 
alignments in its Caltrain Extension Draft E[S?^R however, because of impacls to 
“areas of extensive residential development that had recently undergone prolonged 
disruption from construction of the Embareadero roadway and Muni Metro Extension 
projeets.” {Id) Caltrain further concluded that these alignments were tcehnicaily 
infeasible because of the ^’potential for adverse impacts on the Bay Bridge anchorage.^* 
{Id} Caltrain rejected tunneling options that could reduce residential disruption after soil 
surveys revealed “highly fractured rock that offered an extremely poor medium for 
tunneling.” (Id) A paiael of geotechnical and tunneling experts reviewed the soil 
conditions and “recommended against this tunneling alignment^ given the high potential 
for rock slippage and catastrophic events such as cave-ins and broken utility lines.” (M) 
Cattrain further concluded that the Beale Street location would be more costly than the 
existing Transbay Terminal site. (M) 

Just as the Caltrain Extension Draft EIS/ETK had donc^ the Transbay FEIS/ETR 
rejected rail extension alignments along Townsend Street, the Embarcadero and Beale 
Street. The FEIS/ElR rejected a rail extension along Beale Street because “alignments 
along Beale Street leading from The Embarcadero would pass near the Bay Bridge 
anchorage, raising issues regarding the effects of cut-and-cover construction on this 
major structure." (FEIS/EIR, Vol. 1 at 2-57; aho idj at 2-54 (CalTrain Downtown 
Extension Altomatives Considered and Withdrawn) Figure 2.3-1.) ThcFElS.^IR 
rejected alignment of the rail extension down Townsend Street due to environmental 
impacts during construction on neighborhoods that have already experienced several 
prolonged periods of construction impacts. {Id. at 2-57.) 

The FEIS/EIR also considered and rejected proposed alternatives that located the 
above ground Transit Center on the existing site but located the below-ground train 
station in adjacent locations^ as the Beale Street Proposal does, because “the train 
platforms would not be directly under the multimodal transit facility^ so internal 
passenger circulation and the ease of transfer from one mode to another would be 
substantially compromised.^' (FEIS/ElR, Vol- h at 2-56.) 

The Beale Street Proposal is also technically infeasible because it ts proposed on a 
parcel already improved with the Transbay Temporary Terminal at a cost of more than 
SIS million. Construction of the Temporary Terminal started in December 2t>0S and will 
be completed in November 2009. The Temporary Terminal is required for bus operations 
during construction of the new^ Transit Center, If the Temporary Terminal were not 
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available^ demolition of the Transbay Terminal and construction of the Transit Center 
would be impossible because AC Transit, Muni, Golden Gate Transit, SarnTrans, and 
other bus Services would have nowhere to operate in during construction. 

B, The Beale Street Proposal Is Financially Infeasible. 

If the rejected Beale Street Proposal w^ert now revived, the Transbay Program 
would lose significant funding sources, and the CHSRA would face insunnoiintable costs 
to acquire and construct the Beale Street Proposal. The Beale Street design would cost in 
excess of 37.5 billion in 2009 dollars, which Is nearly £4 billion more than the 
comparable costs for the approved Transbay Transit Center. (Beale Street Technical 
Evaluation, p. 14.) 

The Beale Street Proposal w ould also significantly reduce current ftindtng sources 
For the Transbay Program. Regional Measure 2 and Proposition 1A funding for a San 
Francisco rail terminal can only be applied to the Transbay Project site; they do not 
permit ftmding at another site. The San Francisco Redevelopment Agency (“SFRA”) 
submitted comments on the Beale Street Proposal that reveal additional costs. (SFRA 
Comments (Attachment K),) Under the Transbay Redevelopment Project Plan, the 
Transit Center would receive an estimated 3116 million from the sale of property north of 
Folsom Street as early as 2015, and an estimated $6.5 million in net tax increment 
ftjnd tng each year after that. {Id.) Construction of the Caltrain extension and an 
underground rail station for the Beale Street proposal would delay development of this 
area by several years. (Beale Street Technic,al Evaluation, p. 3.) This delay would cost 
the Transit Center 3116 million in funding from the sale of the land and delay net tax 
increment in excess of 36.5 million per year. In addition, the funding for the Transbay 
Program relies on the sale of the properly on the block bounded by Main, Howard, Beale, 
and Folsom Streets that would be unavailable during construction of the Beale Street 
Proposal. The Gensler schematics include “Possible Development Ideas” as part of the 
Beale Street Proposal. As the SFRA notes, however, “redevelopment would be 
significantly hindered by the presence of the J 2-track rail station directly below, which 
would make the development above more expensive and prevent the inclusion of 
underground parking.” (SFRA Comments.) The area south of Folsom Stmcl that 
Gcnslcr proposes for redevelopment is not even within the Transbay Redevelopment 
Project Area, and thus would not generate tax Increment funding. {Id.) 

The Beale Street Proposal is nothing more than a repackaging of several proposals 
that were rejected as infeasible in the 1 ransbay FEIS/EIR, A technical review of the 
proposal confirm,s those findings, and reveals additional reasons that it is lecbnically 
infeasible. The proposal would cause a significant loss of revenue to the Transbay 
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Pro^am, and create acquisition and consUniclton costs that would render the Program 
financially infeasible. 

C. Consideratioii of the Bealt Street Propo.sal Would Cause Unnecessary 
Delay and Threaten Fittiding^ 

The Beale Street Proposal is also infeasible because it would substantially delay 
construction of the Transbay Temiinal and lire DTX and threaten conuriitted funding for 
these projects. Schematic Design for the Transit Center Building is currently in progress 
and preliminary engineering designs are scheduled for completion in December 2009. 
Initial construction bid packages based on that design are scheduled to be issued in 
January 2010. The TJPA is also actively engaged in Preliminary Engineering Design for 
the DTX. Of the SI ,589 million required to construct the Transit Center, S1.189 million 
is already committed, (bJancy Whelan^ Nancy Whelan Consulting, financial advisor to 
the TJPA.) Halting this progress to consider a new design of the Transit Center from 
scratch would add unconEiolled design and environmental review costs, delay 
construction of this project by several years at best, and cause the Transbay Program to 
incur significant added escalation and carrying costs. 

VI. The Beale Street Proposal Would increase Environmeatal Impacts, 

The CHSRA may only consider alternatives that are environmentally superior to 
the Transit Center in some respect. (CEQA Guidelines 115126.6(a).) The CHSRA’s 
Common Questiotis and Answers Related to the Akernatives Anofysis report likewise 
states that an alternative will not be advanced for further study ifil Ss docs not reduce or 
avoid adverse environmental impacts. 

A- CoostriictiOB Impacts Would be Greatly Increased. 

It is readily apparent that the Beale Street Proposal would have significantly 
greater environmental impacts than the Transbay Transit Center. It would expand the 
construction zone for the Transit Center over an additional two and a half blocks and 
would extend the period during which local neighborhoods and commuter iraffic would 
experience construction-related disruptions. If constructed in two phases as indicated in 
the Gensler Proposal, the disruption and environmental impacts of construction would be 
extended over an indeterminate period and property would remain undeveloped or 
underdeveloped in the interim. 

The number of tracks, limited rights-of-way. and prevailing ground conditions are 
merely some of the challenges to constructing an extension to serve a Beale Street 
location. A Beale Street extension would require right-of-way acquisition along much of 
its alignment far in excess of that required for the alignment to the Transbay site. The 
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cul-and-cover construction necessary^ for the proposal would have significantly greater 
adverse effects on the community and environment. Furthermore, proximity to the Bay 
Bridge piers and anchorage of a rail tunnel necessary to reach a Beale Street station could 
be a significant threat to the viabilily of those structures and the long-term perfornoance 
of the Bay Bridge, A rail tunnel leading to the Beale Street station could also impinge on 
the seawall and stormwater collection stmctuncs-located beneath The Embarcadero. 

(Beale Street Technical Evaluation, pp, 7-9.) Finally, construction of the Beale Street 
Proposal would disrupt existing Muni light rail service, (H, p, 9,) 

B, The Beale Street Proposal Would Create Significant Land Use 
Impacts, Including DeiuolitLon of Housing, and Would Directly 
Coullicl With the Bcdevelupment Plan and Other Local Plans. 

The Beale Street Proposal would significantly reduce the resideniial housing 
supply in the neighborhood and cause substantial displacement of people and housing. 
The Proposal requires acquisition and demolition of 201 Harrison Street, e rcsidentiai 
condominium development with 2K7 units. (See Beale Street Technical Evaluation, and 
SFRA Comments.) It also requires acquisition of 201 Folsom Street, which has been 
approved for a residential development with 725 units. (SFRA Comments.) It would 
delay by several years construction of the area noith of Folsom Street, which can 
accommodate more than 650 residential units. Elimination of housing units in San 
Francisco for public infrastructure would be unprecedented, inconsistent with local and 
regional planning policies, and politically infeasible. {IdJ) 

The proposed Beale Street station falls within both the SFBA ’s Transbay 
Redevelopment Project Area and San Francisco's Transit Center District Plan Area. This 
area constitutes the last large zone in downtown San Francisco for high density office and 
residential development. With [he Transbay Center as the centerpiece for both efforts, the 
San Francisco Planning Department and San Francisco Redevelopment Agency have 
been plaiming and implemcntmg their vision for this area of San Francisco, The Transbay 
Redevelopment Project Area is subdivided into Oivo zones (Beale Street Technical 
Evaluation, Figures I and 2.). Zone 1, under the jurisdiction of the San Francisco 
Redevelopment Agency, is approved for high-density mixed-use residential and retail 
with a goal of 2,700 housing units, including 1,000 affordable units. Zone 2 is under the 
jurisdiction of the San Francisco Planning Department and is focused on commercial 
development. The objective of the Transit District Plan Area (M, Figure 3) is greater 
density development with increased building heights b select areas as well as a special 
financial program for funding and maintaining public improvements, including the 
Transit Center. The Beale Street Proposal would take the core out of Zone 1, and thus 
conflicts with these local land use plans. (Id, p, 3.) It would similarly conflict with the 
South Beach, Rincon Hill, and Transit Center District Plans. 
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\ii addition, aoquisilioii of U.S Postal Service property owned by the federal 
govemm^l would be required by Ibe Beak Street Proposal; this may not be possible, let 
alone desirable. 

Vy* The Fourth & King Proposal Is Infeasible and Inferior to the Transit 
Center in a Nnmber of Respects. 

In addition to being legally infeasible, the Fourth & King Proposal is 
technically and ftnartcially infeasible and unieasonable for a number of reasons. 

Chief among these, it would require demolition of Interstate 280 offramps and 70 to 
9D units of residential housing. The Fourth &. King Proposal also would cost ronghly 
S2.9 billion more than locating HSR in the Transit Center. 

A. The Fourth & King Proposal Is Technically Infeasible. 

Program managers for the Transit Center and DTX, experts in underground 
tunneling and HSR stations, have conducted a technical review of the Fourth & King 
Proposal and concluded that it is technically infeasible and il] advised in several respects. 
{See PMPC Evaluation of Fourth & King Street High-Speed Rail Terminus, fTourth & 
King Technical Evaluation") (Attachment LJ.) To begin with, the Intemtate 280 Si)tth 
Street off-ramps that cross the site would need to bt appropriately supported during 
construction. However, it is impossible to do so and simullaneoLisly squeeze the 
permanent rail alignment and structure between the e:><lsting 1-280 bridge foundations and 
their temporary support. Accordingly* demolition of the 1-2 SO ramps woidd likely be 
required to accommodate the Fourth & King Proposal. 

The Fourth & King Proposal would create a horizontal radius on the throat to the 
southernmost platforms that is less than the minimum radius mandated by the HSR 
program. In order to construct a larger, acceptable radius, the CHSRA would need to 
acquire and demolish 70 to 90 residential units in Mission Bay apartments. As with the 
Beale Street Proposal, this eliminalion of housing units in San Francisco for public 
infrastructure would be unprecedented and politically infeasible. 

The technical review further found that the proposed terminal would be primarily 
founded in bay mud and adjacent to an open water channel, which increase construction 
costs and structural risks during a seismic event. Moreover* cons tniction of the Fourth & 
King terminal and throat approach must be conducted in a manner that allows Caltrain to 
contmuc operating on a normal basis. TTiis would necessitate a multi-staged eonslmction 
approach, resulting in significantly increased construction costs and duration. 
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In addition* acquisition of U.S. Postal Service property owned by the federal 
government would be required by the Beale Street Proposal; this may not be possible, let 
alone desirable. 

Vlf, The Foul lb King Proposal Is Infeasible and Inferior to the Transit 
Center in a Number of Respects. ^ 

In addition to being legally infeasible, the Fourth ^ King Proposal Is 
technically and financially infeasibk and unreasonable for a number ofreasoos. 

Chief among these, it w^ould require demolition of Interstate 280 off ramps and 70 to 
9D units of residential housing. The Fourth & King Proposal also would cost roughly 
S2,9 billion more than locating HSR in the Transit Center. 

A. The Fourth & King Proposal is TechnlralLy Infeasible. 

Program managers for the Transit Center and DTK, experts in underground 
tunneling and HSR stations, have conducted a technical review of the Fourth & King 
Proposal and concluded that it is technically infeasible and ill advised in several respects. 
{See PMPC Evaluation ofFourth & King Sti^eet High-Speed Rail Terminus, (“Fourth & 
King Technical Evaluation") (Attachment L).) To begin with, the Interstate 280 Sixth 
Street off-ramps that cross the site would need to be appropriately supported during 
construction. However, it is impossible to do so and simullaneously squeeze the 
permanent rail alignment and structure between the existing 1-280 ^dge foundations and 
their temporary support. Accordingly, demolition of the 1-280 ramps would likely be 
required to accommodate the Fourth Sc King Proposal. 

The Fourth & King Proposal would create a horizontal radius on the throat to the 
southemmost platforms that is less than the minimum radius mandaied by the HSR 
program. In order to construct a larger, acceptable radius, the CHSRA would need to 
acquire and demolish 70 to 90 residential units in. Mission Bay apartments. As with the 
Beak Street Proposal* this elimination of housing units in San Francisco for public 
inh-asinicture would be unprecedented and politically infeasible. 

The technical review^ further found that the proposed terminal would be primarily 
founded in bay mud and adjacent to an open water channel, w^hidi increase construction 
costs and structural risks during a seismic event. Moreover, construction of the Fourth ^ 
King terminal and throat approach must be conducted in a manner that allows Caltrain to 
continue operating on a normal basis. This would necessitate a multi-stagod construction 
approach, resultEng in significantly increased construction costs and duration. 
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Bh, The Fourdi & King Proposal 1$ FinandaLLy Infeasible^ 

Locating HSR in the Transit Center minunizies operating and capital costs for 
the HSR lerminaL Phase 1 of the Transit Center, which is fully funded except for ihc 
underground train box, will be a multimodal station shared by several transit 
providers, thus reducing capital and operating^osts to any individual operator The 
Fourth & King Proposal would have none of these cost advantages. Instead, it 
requires construction and operation of an entirely separate terminal for HSR. A 
simple comparison of construction costs demonstrates the flnancinl in feasibility of 
such an approach. The cost to construct the HSR train box for the Transit Center is 
approximately $400 million. In contrast, the Fourth & King Technical Evaluation 
estimates construction of a HSR terminal at Fourth iL King would cost just over 53.3 
billion. This 52.9 billion difference is not “fmancially justified” and is reason alone 
to cease further consideration of the Fourth & King Proposal. {Maritt Mumetpaf IVaier 
District V KG Lund Cal. Corp.. 235 Cal. App. 3d 1652, 1665-66(1991).) 

Ci The Fourth & Kiug Proposal Fails to Meet CHSRA’s Station 
Location Objectives and Other Project Objectives. 

The Fourth St King Proposal fails to meet key HSR station location objectives 
set forth in CHSRA’s environmental documents. (Bay Area FEIR/EIS at Table 8.1-1 
(idenlilying criteria).) Indeed, the CHSRA has already determined that the Fourth & 
King Proposal fails to meet these objectives in comparison to the Transit Center. (Id 
at £-18 (identifying the Transbay Transit Center as the preferred San Francisco station 
location over the Fourth & King Proposal).) 

Fourth & King is an unreasonable alternative to the Transit Center, and fails to 
meet the following HSR station location objectives set forth in the CHSRA’s Bay 
Area FElR^ETSi^ 

Maximize connectivity and accessibility : The Transit Center offers direct 
connectivity with Muni, AC Transit, SamTrans, Golden Gate Transit, Greyhound, 
WestCAT, Caitrain, and BART. MTC Resolution 3434 gives the Transbay Transit 
Center MTC*s highest rating for system connectivity in terms of number of 
connecting operators, modal access options, and frequency of connections. Fourth 
and Townsend has limited Muni connections and has no direct connection to any other 
mode of public transportation. 


^ The Beale Street Proposal also fails to meet the CHSRA’s Objectives as 
discussed in PMPC evaluation of the Gensler Proposal. 
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Maximize compatibility with existing and planned development : The Transbay 
Transit Center Program (‘'Program") conforms to the principles of transit-oriented 
development - locating public transit close to employment, shopping, education, 
hotels, convention centers, museums, and parks to get people out of their cars. 
According to SPUR, Downtown San Francisco has the largest concentration of office 
and retail jobs east of Manhattan. The Transbliy area already has a high concentration 
of jobs. Under the Transbay Redevelopment Plan, the area will have nearly 2,600 
new homes (35% of which will be affordable), 1,2 million square feet of new office, 
hotel, and commercial space, and 60^000 square feet of new retail. The City’s Transit 
Center District Plan, slated for adoption in the fall of 2009, will result in an additional 
2.5 million gross square feet of office space, 425 hotel rooms, and 235 residential 
units. See Tramii Center District Plant S.F. Planning Dept. Presentation, Sept. 17, 
2008 (http://www.sfgov.org/site/planning)- The Transit Center will allow HSR 
passengers easy access to this planned development. Fourth & King is far from the 
Downtown San Francisco center of employment, shopping, hotels, recreation^ and 
other Urban amenities. 

As required by MTC Regional Measure 2 and as contemplated by the California 
High-Speed Rail Project, the San Francisco HSR terminus will accommodate a future 
Bast Bay connection that would eventually extend high-speed rail to Sacramenio. As 
described in the Fourth & King Technical Evaluation^ an Earst Bay crossing from Fourth 
& King is not feasible. 

Maximize ridership/revenue potential : Because the vast majority of passengers 
using California High-Speed Rail wish to depart from or arrive at Downtown San 
Francisco, the Transit Center would maximize ridership and revenue from high-speed 
rail. CHSRA’s environmental documents indicate that the First and Mission Transit 
Center location will generate an additional I million passengers per year and S19 
million per year in revenue compared with Fourth anti Townsend. (Bay Area EIR/EIS 
at 7-141.) 

Further, as discussed above, the Fourth & King Proposal fails to minimize 
operating and capital costs by not taking advantage of the Transit Center above¬ 
ground station. Fourth it King also fails to minimize impacts on social and economic 
resources because it would require demolition of residential units and is exorbitantly 
expensive. As the Fourth & King Technical Evaluation makes clear, it fails to avoid 
areas with geologic and soils constraints or potential hazardous materials. 

These objectives also correspond to the criteria that the CHSRA will use to 
narrow the range of alternatives as stated in its “Common Questions and Answers 
Related to the Alternatives Analysis” handout- The CHSRA’s EIS/EIR need only 
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examine altomalivcs that meet most of the basic objcciivts. (CEQA Guidelines § 
L5126.6.) Because the Fourth & K.iiig proposal fails to meet these sialion location 
goals, it need not be advanced as an alternative for further study. 

VllL The Fourth & King Proposal Would Increase Environmental Impacts- 

The Fourth & King Proposal would have’significantly greater cnvironnuental 
imipacis than the Transhay Transit Center, It would increase construction impacts by 
creating what is essentially a second Transit Center in a completely new neighboThood. 
The Fourth & King Proposal would significantly reduce the residential housing supply in 
the neighborhood by demolishing a large portion of Mission Bay apartments. Excavation 
for the Fourth & King station would unearth large quantities of this hazardous material, 
creating potential additional environmental risks and disposal expense. Accordingly, the 
Fourth & King Proposal would iner^se environmental impacts^ and for this reason alone 
does not need to be considered further, 

IX. The Proposed Alternative (Ka) Is Simply a Variant of the Transit 
Center. 

The Proposed Alternative 0(a) is the UFA'S approved configuration for the 
Transit Center with added al-grade capacity for HSR at Fourth & King. This overflow 
service w ould accommodate any additional trains run by the CHSRA in the future 
beyond those proposed in its oertilled programmatic ElR/ElS documents. Alternative 
0(a) is acceptable to the TJPA because it is simply a variant of Transit Center operations 
that the TJPA and the CHSRA have always considered. 

The Timisbay Transit Center contains sufficient capacity to aeeommodale 
high-speed rail. In the 2008 Bay Area FEIF/EIS, the CHSRA stated that ita 

operational analysis indieale[s] that to serve all of the HST trains 
proposed in the Authority's operational plan, four tracks and two 
island platforms would have to be dedicated to HST service. Fnrthcr 
cooperative operations planning analysis of Transbay terminal rail 
capacity is needed to determine the most crflcienl mix and 
scheduling of boft HST and Caltrain commuter services. 

(Bay Area FPEIS/EIR, Vol. 1 at 8-19.) Four tracks and two island platforms is precisely 
the current plan for the Transbay Transit Center. Technical working groups with 
representatives from Caltrain, CHSRA, and the TJPA have been coordinating high-speed 
rail operations planning, as discussed in more detail bclotiV. 


In March 2009, the TJPA and the CHSRA signed a Memorandum of Agreement to 
help resolve design issues for “establishing the Transbay Transit Center as a terminus 
station of the high-speed rail system ....“ (Memorandum ofAgreement Between the 
Tramhoy Joint Powers Authority and the California High-Speed Rati Authority 
Regarding Design of the Transhay Transit Center and the CaiTraitt Downtown Extension 
(Attachment M) at 1.) Since then, a technical ^roup of TJPA, Caltrain^ and CHSRA 
representatives and consultants have met and worked though the technical and 
operational planning issues regarding high-speed rail capacity at the Transit Center. As 
stated in the June 2009 report California High-Speed Rail San Francisco/Silicon Valley 
Corridor Investment Strate^, prepared by the TJPA, Caltrain^ and others in association 
with the CHSRA, 

The technical group recommends proceeding with the current 
Transbay Transit Center design providing two high-speed rail 
platforms and one Caltrain platform; the Fourth & King site 
will be upgraded to support the operational and contingency 
requirements of the Caltrain and high-^speed rail services 
across a range of operating scenarios. 

{California High-Speed Rail San Franiisco/Silicon Valley Corridor Investment Strategy 
(June 2009) (Attachment N) at 12.) The technical working group concluded that “[wjhen 
the nearly SOO-mile California high-speed train system is completed, the Transbay Transit 
Center will accommodate the majority of demand for high-speed rail service to San 
Francisco with additional demand aecommodaled, as needed, at an improved Fomth/King 
facility." (id. at 11-12.) This is the same arrangement considered in the 2004 Transbay 
FEIS/EIR. (See FElS/ElR, Vol. II at 108 (“The Fourth and Townsend station and 
platforms could also funelion as a 'relief valve' to accommodate some of the Caltrain 
service if ihe Transbay Terminal reaches capaci^,”) ) 

'fhe Transit Center was designed with the facilities requirements of HSR in mind, 
ineleiding auxiliary facilities needed to support high-speed trains. In June 2009, the TJPA 
received the CHSRA High-Speed Train Station Program Guidelines. The TJPA is 
currently in the process of reviewing the auxiliary requircmeuis in those guidelines to 
determine how to address them in the detailed designs that the TJPA is currently 
developing for the Transit Center. 

The Transit Center can also accommodate a future expansion of HSR service to 
the East Bay. (FEIS/EIR, Vol. II at 97-98.) An East Bay extension could serve the 
Transit Center from a number of approaches. An extension that headed easterly along 
Townsend Street could merge with Peninsula rail traffic and serve the Transit Center 
along the same Second Street alignment as the DTX. Alternatively, trains from an F^t 
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Bay extension could approach the Transit Center from the eastern end along a Main 
Street or Steuart Street alignment. 

Accordingly, although the TJPA does not believe Alternative 0(a) is necessary, it 
is not opposed to it. The TJPA does, however, strongly object to the CHSRA advancing 
the Beale Street or the Fourth & KSig Street Proposals For further study. To do so is 
unnecessary under the law, and would only result in a waste of public resources. 


Very truly yours, 

SHUTE, MIHALY & WEITIBERGER LLP 

GVMav —- 

Ellen J- Garber 
Heather M- Minner 


cc: Dominic SpaethMng, Parsons Brinckerhoft" 

Tim Cobb, HNTB 
Christine Sproul, California DOJ 
Maria Ayerdi-Kaplan, TJPA 
Robert Beck, TJPA 
Brian Dykes, TJPA 
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L012-1 

As indicated in this comment, the ridership forecasts were updated in conjunction with 
the revised 2012 Business Plan. No comment was made on the ridership forecasts, with 
the statement that TJPA would comment on ridership forecasts when the are published. 
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